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Abstract 
Studies published in the 1980s and 1990s on parenting note an increase in scholarship 
focusing on paternal involvement. Many of these studies centre on fathers alone, rather 
than on the intra-household division of labour between mothers and fathers. Further, the 
bulk of this research has been conducted in countries other than Australia. Few survey-
based investigations have explored the factors associated with men's and women's 
childrearing behaviour. 
Data used to investigate the many components of parenting was from three main 
sources. Published national data from census and labour force surveys illustrate the 
major trends in fertility and with whom children live. This information is supplemented 
by the first wave of a national longitudinal survey, Negotiating the Lifecourse (NLC). 
These sources are further used to examine the involvement of parents in the paid labour 
force, and to compare the work situations of parents and non-parents. More detailed 
information on parents' situations was collected in a survey designed specifically for 
this study entitled the Parenting Sul1ley 1999. The sample was drawn from NLC 
respondents, and obtains information on parental identity, childrearing tasks and 
parenting styles. 
A set of factors is associated with higher levels of parental involvement for men. These 
factors were found to be important in a number of analyses of parenting. Men who 
report higher levels of investment in parenting, whose partner is attached to the labour 
force, and age of the child are related to many childrearing measures. Further, men's 
ability to integrate other components of their lives (such as work and friends) is related 
to their use of authoritative parenting styles. For women factors such as attachment to 
the labour force, education and income are related to childrearing tasks, while women's 
labour force participation is related to their use of authoritative parenting styles. 
The relationship between work and childrearing is found to be a complicated one, with 
women's employment being associated with higher levels of involvement in 
childrearing for men and lower levels for women. However, women who work are more 
likely to use authoritative parenting styles, which have been linked to positive child 
Xl 
development. It is suggested that the relationship between employment and childrearing 
be examined in greater detail. 
There are many questions that arise on the topics addressed in this research. These 
include the level of underreporting of fertility by men, the time spent in different 
household types by parents and whether younger cohorts are facing new families or no 
families. In order to address these questions it is necessary to use longitudinal data in 
analysing topics associated with parental and family research. 
xii 
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Introduction 
-1-
Reproduction and regeneration of a society through its offspring is inherently 
a social, and not merely a female, task. 
(Gerson, 1994:271) 
This research started under the working title Contextualising men 's parental 
involvement in Australia. My research interest at that time was on the exclusion or 
sidelining of men in demographic research, particularly family demographic research. 
The main questions were, how, what and when, do men contribute to social 
reproduction? 
Although there remains little research on this topic in the Australian context, there is 
now a substantial amount available from the United States of America (US), and a 
smaller, but notable amount from various European countries. Over the last three years, 
I have also noted the growth of research from developing countries on men's 
involvement, particularly in the areas of fertility and reproductive health. 
1.1 MEN AS FATHERS IN DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOLOGICAL 
RESEARCH 
At the time this research was commenced there was much discussion about the 
exclusion of, or broad-brush approach to men in demographic research. In 1997, 
Presser, in critiquing the accounts (including omissions) of gender in demography, 
wrote that: 
... research that considers gender relations and the wellbeing of women relative to men 
as both a cause and a consequence of demographic processes and that aims to promote 
gender equality-such analyses have been few and are regarded as marginal to the 
field. 
(Presser, 1997:296) 
1 
This explanation has been more recently supported by researchers, who outlined 
theoretical and methodological limitations in demographic research. Greene and 
Biddlecom (2000) in assessing these limitations, find that, typically, many of the 
outcomes measured in demography can be gained from one respondent. In the example 
of fertility, more reliable information is gained from the mother. However, they argue 
that these men and women are not individual actors, and that they must be viewed as 
part of a family system. 
Others have been more critical of the images of men as fathers. Furstenburg (1988) 
suggests that there are two notions of fathers evident in popular culture and media 
representations. The apparent dichotomy is one of the new involved father and the 
increasingly absent father. In reality, these stereotypical images of fathers are less than 
useful for understanding the complexities of male parenting. 
There is an increasing amount of research on the topic of men and fatherhood. The 
interest in men and masculinity is a burgeoning area, and this is true in the family 
sociology and demography fields. In 1995, Marsiglio wrote 'Fatherhood remains a hot 
topic in the 1990s as is evidenced by the extensive public debate and scholarly inquiry it 
has generated in recent years in North America and Europe' (1995a:l). 
As mentioned, this area of research is not as established in Australia as in other 
countries; however recent publications, conferences and newspaper articles, indicate 
that it is a topical issue. Among the most recent publications in Australia on fatherhood 
or men in families are: Men, mateship, marriage (Edgar, 1997); Fitting fathers into 
families (Russell et al., 1999); and Fathering and children· (Sullivan, 2001). The 
National Forum on Men and Family Relationships conference held in 1998, also 
addressed this area, and brought together a wide range of public bodies, researchers, 
welfare workers, and interested individuals. Perhaps the most intensive study on 
fathering was that conducted by Russell (1983). That study is based on 309 two-parent 
families, but results focus on traditional families (n=l45) and shared-caregiving 
families (71). 
As the current research developed, it became evident that while there was a growing 
literature and research base on fatherhood, father involvement, or men in families, this 
area was somewhat segregated from what men and women do together, or how they 
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share their parenting roles. The investigation into how, what and when men contribute 
to parenting appeared limited without also exploring women's involvement. Hence, the 
research direction became one that considers the gendered division of parenting, and the 
title changed to: Shared parenting in Australia? Examining the involvement of men and 
women in childrearing. 
In this undertaking, considerable effort has been made to ensure that men's involvement 
has not been masked. This ensures that both the division of parenting and father 
involvement-two relatively absent themes in Australian family research-are 
addressed. 
By definition, 'parent' in this thesis is considered under the broad term 'social parent'. 
The definition of social parent in this research is a person who has a co-resident child in 
his or her care, regardless of whether the child is biologically related to that person1• 
Although it is recognised that non-residential parents often play an important part in the 
rearing of a child, the scope of this research is limited to what happens in two-parent 
families. This is due to the investigation of the gendered division of parenting labour. 
Further, lone-, and non-residential parents are distinct enough from two-parent families 
to warrant separate investigation. Bianchi, in editing a journal edition on men in 
families concluded that her 'hope for future research is that more attention will be 
devoted to men's family activities in two-parent families as well as in noncustodial 
situations' (Bianchi, 1998:133). 
The thesis also limits the investigation to parents who have a child aged twelve years or 
under in their household2• The reason for this restriction is twofold. Firstly, adolescent 
children, in comparison to younger children, are not as physically dependent on parents 
for care. Adolescents may also be less likely to want to spend time with parents, even if 
the parents are trying to be involved in their children's lives. In analysing parental 
involvement, these issues suggest that a very different approach is needed for teenage 
1 However, as found in Chapter four there are few parents who only provide care to biologically unrelated 
children. 
2 Aries' (1962) renowned work Centuries of childhood, finds that modem Western understanding of what 
a child is, has only developed over recent centuries. The perception of a child as distinct from an adult 
human became evident around the 16th century; however, this should not be confused with affection for 
children. In the 20th century, the consideration of children at distinct developmental stages has been 
influenced by the work of Piaget (1965). 
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children, and it was decided that children at older ages were not within the range of this 
thesis. Secondly, there is enough variability in child ages to make lifecourse-stage 
comparisons. Parents who have a child under 12 years of age can be easily divided into 
two lifecourse groups: one that has parents whose youngest child is school aged; and 
one comprising of parents whose youngest child is not of school age. 
1.2 WHY THE INTEREST IN WHAT PARENTS DO? 
Most people over their lifetimes have a child living in their household at some stage. It 
is projected that for current cohorts of women of childbearing ages in A~stralia, the 
greater majority (80 per cent) will have biological children (Merlo and Rowland, 2000). 
In terms of people who are, at some stage in their lifetime, either social or biological 
parents, the proportion would be larger still. 
The responsibility for caring for a young child is a serious one, and is the subject of 
international treaties. The care of children is of concern in all societies, but the primary 
site within which children are cared for is in families. Many would argue that, in 
western societies, the child's home is also the most important place for cpildrearing, 
including the socialisation of children (Jamrozik and Sweeney, 1996). 
However, caring for children is not solely the responsibility of parents, and it has been 
noted from a social capital perspective that many parents lack the resources to care for 
their children (Coleman, 1988). Further, Bronfenbrenner (1979) has outlined a set of 
social systems outside the family system that have important implications for child 
wellbeing. Although children's needs may be provided by family members, a great deal 
of assistance is needed from other institutions, particularly in the areas of health and 
education. 
As well as the importance parenting plays for children, it is widely suggested that 
people who parent receive benefits as well. These two issues: the protection of children 
under international agreements and the value of children to parents, are addressed in this 
chapter. In highlighting these two issues as reasons for studying parenting, it should be 
acknowledged that a large amount of research has been conducted in the psychological 
fields about the impact of parenting on child development and wellbeing. These are vast 
areas, and are reflected in the reasoning behind international conventions that protect 
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the rights of the child. Although the research on the impact of parenting on child 
development is not overviewed here, where possible, important findings have been 
addressed in relevant chapters. 
1.2.1 International agreements affecting child rights and wellbeing 
Jamrozik and Sweeney (1996) suggest that after the family as an institution, the most 
important institution for children's development is the state and its agencies. There are 
typically four organisational areas which are cited as policy areas directly affecting 
children. These are child welfare, child-care, education and health services (Jamrozik 
and Sweeney, 1996:221). 
Although state policies are enacted to address child rights and wellbeing, many also 
directly or indirectly affect parents. Child-care, education and health services all assist 
parents or carers in rearing children. In Australia, child-care services were originally 
established to serve mothers who did not have assistance from husbands (Brennan, 
1994). Nowadays, following an increase in the labour-force participation of women, 
child-care services provide assistance for a larger set of reasons: the provision directly 
affects the ability of parents to engage in paid employment, as well as a range of other 
activities including shopping, leisure, attending appointments, and the like. 
Education and health services are specialised universal provisions offered by the state, 
while child- and family-welfare services are designed to help families and children in 
crisis, or who are perceived to be at risk of crisis. These services reflect the 
Commo~wealth of Australia's position as a signatory to the United Nations (UN) 
Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC). The CRC was adopted as an international 
human rights treaty on 20 November 1989, was ratified1 by Australia on 17 December 
1990, and came into force for Australia on 16 January 1991. Among the provisions of 
the CRC, Article 18 outlines responsibilities for upbringing and development of 
1 Australia ratified the CRC with one reservation. This is in relation to imprisonment of children, and 
states: Australia accepts the general principles of article 37. In relation to the second sentence of 
paragraph (c), the obligation to separate children from adults in prison is accepted only to the extent that 
such imprisonment is considered by the responsible authorities to be feasible and consistent with the 
obligation that children be able to maintain contact with their families, having regard to the geography 
and demography of Australia. Australia, therefore, ratifies the Convention to the extent that it is unable to 
comply with the obligation imposed by article 37 (c) UNHCHR (2001). 
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children by parents, and State Parties responsibilities to provide child services and 
childcare. Article 24 refers to the provision of health services and Article 28 to state-
provided education. 
The CRC is designed to specifically target the rights of children. Although other UN 
treaties indirectly relate to the wellbeing of children, these more directly relate to the 
rights of their parents. Two such examples that relate to the topic of this thesis are the 
UN Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women 
(CEDAW, 1980) and the International Labor Organization (ILO) Equal Opportunities 
and Equal Treatment for Men and Women Workers: Workers with Family 
Responsibilities Convention 1981 (WFRC) (ILO, 2001). 
CEDAW, which was ratified by Australia on 28 July 1983, advises in Article 11.2, that 
women should not be discriminated against on grounds of marriage or maternity. In 
ratifying the convention, the state agrees to provide maternity leave, and to legislate 
against dismissal on the grounds of pregnancy (CEDA W, . 1980). However, the 
Commonwealth of Australia lodged two reservations on the CEDA W treaty, one which 
relates to maternity leave with pay or with comparable social benefits pursuant to 
Article 11 2(b) (AUSTLII, 2000). 
The convention also suggests the state provide measures: 
To encourage the provision of the necessary supporting social services to enable parents 
to combine family obligations with work responsibilities and participation in public life, 
in particular through promoting the establishment and development of a network of 
child-care facilities. 
(Article 11 part2(c) CEDAW, 1980) 
Although this document focuses on discrimination against women, children are also 
seen as being of central concern. According to Article 16, where equality in family 
relationships is highlighted, states are required to ensure that: 
The same rights and responsibilities as parents, irrespective of their marital status, in 
matters relating to their children; in all cases the interests of the children shall be 
paramount. 
(Article 16part l(d) CEDAW, 1980) 
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Like CEDAW, which suggests necessary facilities for working parents, the ILO 
convention (ratified by Australia on 30 March 1990, came into force in Australia on 30 
March 1991), recognises the importance of workers with family responsibilities. While 
other conventions, such as CEDAW and the Declaration on Equality of Opportunity 
and Treatment for Women Workers 1975 (for example) are reflected in the WFRC, this 
convention considers the economic activity of these workers to be of paramount 
importance. Accordingly, the articles address equal opportunity for men and women 
and recognise: 
that the problems of workers with family responsibilities are aspects of wider issues 
regarding the family and society which should be taken into account in national 
policies. 
(Article 6 1981 cited in ILO, 2001) 
Like the other conventions outlined, WFRC supports the provision of child-care and 
family services, but it also makes other substantial directions. These include the 
implementation of a national policy to enable workers to work without conflict between 
their family responsibilities and their employment, and to: 
engender broader public understanding of the principle of equality of opportunity and 
treatment for men and women workers and of the problems of workers with family 
responsibilities, as well as a climate of opinion conducive to overcoming these 
problems. 
(1981 cited in ILO, 2001) 
The Commonwealth of Australia as a signatory to these conventions agrees to respond 
to these requirements. The situation is comparable to that of other developed countries. 
Chapter five explores the context of work and family life in Australia. 
1.2.2 The value of parenting for individuals 
Apart from the fact that many people do become parents, and that it is of enormous 
social importance, parenting may also be of value to the person who undertakes this 
role. Much population research has addressed the areas of the value and cost (to 
parents) of having children. However, theories of the value of children are not united, 
and there are varying definitions. The following discussion outlines the main theoretical 
perspectives on the value of children. 
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Many theories address 'economic' reasons for having children, or for declining fertility 
rates. In 1976, Caldwell addressed the lack of critical appraisal of demographic 
transition theory, and proposed a new theory based on a demographic review of 
numerous populations (Caldwell, 1976). His theory is referred to as the theory of 
'intergenerational wealth flows'. He suggests that in countries where the flow of wealth 
shifts from one where children provide more to their parents, to one where parents 
provide more to their children, the value of children decreases. 
Becker argues that 'probably the major contribution of the economic analysis of 
fertility' is the interaction between quantity and quality of children (Becker, 1991:135). 
Becker's theoretical framework is dependent on a model based on a breadwinner model 
of the family, and has been widely critiqued (Presser, 1997). 
In developed countries, the economic cost of children is often analysed by economists, 
and economic demographers (see for example Davies et al., 2000). These analyses 
typically consider the direct costs of children (which are calculated by the amount spent 
on raising children), and the indirect (opportunity) costs (which are usually explained 
by loss of income and atrophy). 
Estimates of direct costs based on the Household Expenditure Survey suggest that one 
child costs about $107 a week in 1993-94 (Valenzuala, 1999). The most recent 
estimates in Australia which consider the forgone earnings from childrearing, indicate 
that over a lifetime, women with completed secondary education and one child earn 37 
per cent less than women with no children. Women with a university degree and one 
child earn 34 per cent less over a lifetime as compared to university-educated women 
with no children (Gray and Chapman, 2001). 
Economic concerns are not the only value or cost in deciding to have children. Given 
the financial costs of children, it has been stated that 'if economic factors were decisive, 
no one in modem societies would have any children' (Davis, 1973:vi). In the same year, 
Hoffman and Hoffman wrote The value of children to parents, an alternate approach to 
studying the value of children. 
Hoffman and Hoffman's (1973) theoretical model is widely used to explain the value of 
children. It consists of nine values that represent psychological needs (including the 
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need to be economically resourceful). They also recognise that these values may be 
influenced by the social and cultural context in which they are expressed. The values 
listed by Hoffman and Hoffman are: (1) adult status and social identity; (2) expansion 
of the self; (3) moral values; (4) primary group ties and affiliation; (5) stimulation, 
novelty, fun; (6) accomplishment and creativity; (7) power over others; (8) social 
comparison; and, (9) economic utility. 
Friedman et al. (1994) also aimed to provide a theory of the value of children that 
accounted for values other than economic choice. They devised an uncertainty reduction 
theory of parenthood, and assessed the available literature to determine if the theory is 
worthy of empirical testing. They argue that 'the impetus for parenthood is greatest 
among those whose alternative pathways for reducing uncertainty are limited or 
blocked' (Friedman et al., 1994:383). 
Lehrer et al. (1996) in critiquing Friedman et al. (1994) assert that the theory suffers 
from three main problems: 'the proposed theory has limited potential, it is internally 
inconsistent, and it fails the empirical test' (1996:133). They argue that the 'uncertainty 
reduction' theory does not add to existing theories of fertility. 
A further indirect cost of having children is not as prominent in the literature. This cost 
is concerned with the isolation and stress of having children (Espenshade, 1977). 
In reviewing studies on the value of children, Michaels (1988) found that men and 
women differ in their rating of what is important. Women were more likely to find that 
parenting was important for providing primary group ties, and providing affection, 
stimulation and fun, while men were more likely to find that having a child provided 
expansion of the self through achieving immortality through children. Although it is 
apparent that parenting does provide value to individuals' lives, research would benefit 
from a longitudinal study on the values of parenthood (Michaels, 1988). 
1.3 OBJECTIVES 
The overarching objective of this research is to determine what parents do. In situating 
parental involvement, a wide range of measures are used. These measures are 
overviewed in Chapter two, and are used to examine: 
9 
1. trends in fertility rates over time; 
2. trends in residential status, emphasising people living with children; 
3. parents' involvement in the labour force and access to family friendly work 
prov1s10ns; 
4. identification with parental roles; 
5. the division of household labour; 
6. the division of parenting labour; and 
7. parenting styles. 
These areas are predominantly examined by sex of the parent to determine who is 
providing particular care for children. This will answer the much broader question-
What do parents do? Where theoretically presumed, other factors are considered in the 
analysis. These factors which, in other theory or research, have been found to be 
important controls or causes of particular behaviours, will be discussed in the relevant 
chapters. 
1.4 OVERVIEW OF THESIS 
Chapter two outlines how parenting will be measured in the research. Demographic 
measures of reproduction, and national accounts of co-residential and non-residential 
parenting are discussed. This is followed by an introduction to parental identity, where 
it is hypothesised that parental identity is related to parenting behaviours. An overview 
of the gendered division of household and parental labour follows, and this is 
considered as a measure of what men and women are doing as parents. It is emphasised 
that when this approach is used, tasks which men perform are often masked. 
Approaches that measure a limited range of tasks are responsible for masking men's 
involvement in childrearing, and in order to avoid this, a wide variety of measures are 
suggested. Finally, the importance of parenting styles as a measure of parental 
involvement is investigated. 
To investigate this wide range of parental measures many sources of data are needed. 
These are reviewed in Chapter three, and the use of published data and two surveys 
(Negotiating the Lifecourse Survey, and Parenting Survey 1999) are discussed. Chapter 
four is a descriptive chapter about who is parenting in Australia. The reproductive 
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trends of the 20th century are presented for women, and some quantification (based on 
available data) of the reproduction of men is made. This is followed by an overview of 
the proportion of people residing with children. 
Over the course of the 20th century women have increased their labour-force 
participation, while for men, the primary way of contributing to their family has been by 
providing financially. This is the topic of Chapter five which covers labour-force 
involvement, together with access to family-friendly provisions. It finds that men who 
have young children are at the lifecourse stage where they are most likely to be 
currently working, and the factors related to maternal employment are considered. 
Parental identity is the topic of Chapter six. This area is found to be a new direction in 
the investigation of parenting and its use is outlined. Four identity concepts are 
addressed, and their potential in explaining parenting behaviour is reviewed. 
In Chapter seven responsibility for household tasks is outlined. This is a prominent 
topic in sociological literature, and the question of whether young people are forming 
'new families' (Goldscheider and Waite, 1991) is addressed. The familiar division of 
indoor and outdoor work is examined for women and men. A cross-sectional analysis is 
used to investigate difference by lifecourse group, which finds that people who live in 
households with young children are most likely to have household labour patterns 
divided by gender. This division of responsibility is modelled controlling for age, and 
the results do not indicate that there is evidence of 'new families' in the sharing of 
household tasks. 
The investigation of the gendered division of parenting is the subject of Chapter eight. 
The chapter examines responsibility for a wide range of parental tasks, such as 
emotional and physical tasks, transportation and facilitating appointments. Results show 
different patterns by gender. Explanatory factors including identification with the 
parental role are considered. The analysis of parenting styles used by respondents in 
Chapter nine follows. This is also differentiated by gender, particularly in the use of 
authoritative styles. 
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The final chapter draws on the main findings and discusses the situation of parenting in 
Australia at the turn of the 21st century. Limitations and future research directions are 
summarised. 
The following chapter examines how parenting will be measured in this research on 
shared parenting. 
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Measuring parental involvement 
-2-
This research is an examination of parental involvement with children. In family 
demography, a methodology known as the life cycle approach is employed to 
investigate a person's movement from one stage of life to another. One of these stages 
is the birth and raising of children (Duvall, 1967), or 'parenting'. This chapter integrates 
different theoretical perspectives to determine how to measure parental involvement in 
childrearing, in order to determine how people 'do' parentlng in Australia. In this way 
the construct of 'parental involvement' will be defined. 
As noted in the previous chapter, parental involvement is important for children, parents 
and society. Ongoing psychological and sociological research on parental involvement 
examines the impact of a particular measure or measures of involvement on a vast range 
of child progress indicators. These indicators are usually within the broad topics of child 
wellbeing, health, education and behaviour. A closer examination of this research shows 
that the concept of parental involvement has been used to investigate a seemingly 
endless stream of child outcomes. These topics encompass a diverse range, spanning 
sexual behaviour (Taris and Semin, 1998), sun-screen use (Donavan and Singh, 1999), 
behaviour problems (Gardner et al., 1999), educational attainment and achievement 
(McNeal, 1999; Steinberg et al., 1992), and alcohol and other drug use (Swadi, 1999) to 
present but a small sample. 
Concurrently, there are attempts from researchers in the demographic field to quantify 
the extent of parenting. This research is based on population-level data, and is presented 
using many different indicators. The types of investigation range from examinations of 
the level of fertility to the proportion of households with children present, or to the 
proportion of people who never have children. More innovative research may examine 
the number of years people spend with a child in their household. Due to the many 
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different family types and theoretical perspectives, a range of methods is needed to 
provide a comprehensive picture of parenting in Australia today. 
These different disciplinary interests provide the foundation for exploring parental 
involvement. But the question is, given these many disciplinary measures, how should 
parental involvement be quantified? The aim of this chapter is to overview the measures 
of involvement that are employed in different disciplines of research, and to determine 
in which ways parental involvement will be measured in this thesis. Further 
investigation of each measure will be discussed in the applicable chapter, together with 
theoretical arguments for testing relationships between the measure of parental 
involvement and explanatory measures. 
As introduced, in an effort to explain the measures used in this thesis, the following 
sections discuss suitable methods for measuring 'parenting'. The section on quantitative 
measures suggests that an examination of population-level data needs an analysis of 
cross-sectional measures that provide a descriptive analysis of parenting, and also 
cohort measures, which describe changes over the lifecourse and between generations. 
The section on subjective measures of parenting suggests that it is important to consider 
how people feel they are performing in parental roles, and the third section titled 
objective measures of parenting, defines what measures may be useful to determine 
what types of childrearing tasks people are involved in. Finally, the last section 
discusses the importance of investigating parenting styles when measuring parental 
involvement. 
The discussion then is about determining the ways parenting can be measured in terms 
of who is parenting, how they feel they are parenting, and what it is that parents with 
child responsibilities are doing. 
2.1 OBTAINING INFORMATION ABOUT WHAT PARENTS DO 
When investigating what parents do, there is a range of sources from which data may be 
collected. In order to assess parental involvement, you may want to ask the child, the 
parent, a teacher, a grandparent or a neighbour. Although each of these sources will be 
able to answer questions about the parent, it is important to determine who will provide 
the most meaningful information for the questions under investigation. 
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This is of primary concern to collectors of social data. It is important to collect data that 
represents what is being measured, and an essential component is gaining information 
from a reliable source. 
Further, the research conducted in different disciplines measures parental involvement 
in various ways, which means different interviewees may be used. This section covers 
the people who may be interviewed about a person's parenting behaviours, critiquing 
past uses of respondent information, and determining the benefits and disadvantages of 
using one respondent over another to gain useful information on parenting. 
Obtaining information from children 
One source of information is the child of the parent, although getting information on 
parental involvement in this way is often done for the purpose of finding out 
information about the child itself. 
In the psychological parental involvement literature the child of parents is quite often 
the source of information. In examining aggression in adolescents, Carlo, Raffaelli, 
Laible and Meyer (1999) used the adolescent's accounts of parental support and 
monitoring to explain adolescent physical aggression levels. So too, did Taris and Bok 
(1996) in investigating young people's psychological wellbeing. The researchers 
interviewed young adults aged 18-26 about their parents' behaviours prior to the 
interviewees' sixteenth birthday. 
A considerable amount of research uses the child as the source of information. However 
as in these examples, often the child has at least reached the teenage years (see also 
Sputa and Paulson, 1995; Steinberg et al., 1992). This is not to suggest that younger 
children are not used as sources of information, but certainly the information collected 
may need to be gathered in different forms. 
Quite often information is gathered by means of observations, or play-based activities. 
An example of play-based activities was research conducted by Funder who asked 
children to place figurines on boards to assess family situations and relationships 
(Funder, 1991). Cataldo and Geismar (1983) used drawings to supplement information 
given by questionnaire information. Drawings have also been used in Australia by 
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Russell et al. (1999) to report on fatherhood as it is experienced by children. Although 
this method was used to get information from children, this project also elicited 
information from a range of other sources, such as the men themselves, professionals 
such as teachers and health-care providers, and also from the program providers of 
men's services (Russell et al., 1999). 
This is not to say that younger children need to provide information in less conventional 
ways. Primary school children and adolescents were asked their views of their parents' 
behaviours in a study conducted in Victoria by the Australian Institute of Family 
Studies (Amato, 1987). In that study, interviews with over 400 children provided a 
substantial amount of qualitative and quantitative information. Interviewers reported 
that most of the younger children were co-operative and although close to one third had 
problems understanding some questions, these questions varied from child to child 
(Amato, 1987). 
Obtaining information from the parents 
The people most commonly used to collect information for investigating parental 
involvement are the parents themselves (for examples see Furstenburg, 1995; Ihinger-
Tallman et al., 1995). Although children can provide information on their perceptions of 
what parents do-which may be an important component for analysing reasons for 
children's behaviour-more complex parental behaviours, attitudes, feelings or 
decisions may be difficult for children to interpret correctly. With regard to children's 
perceptions of their parent's decision-making, Bryson suggests that children are unable 
to provide an accurate picture (Bryson, 1975:220-221). 
Obtaining information from other sources 
There are a number of other sources from which information on aspects of a parent's 
behaviour can be obtained. Among others, potential sources could be a grandparent, an 
aunt or uncle, a health worker, teacher, or other person who has contact with the person 
whose parenting skills are of interest. The problem with collecting information from 
these types of informants is that information may be piecemeal. 
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In order to gain more comprehensive information a multilevel approach to collecting 
information may be used, that is, a number of sources may be used for obtaining 
information. This approach has been used for a variety of reasons, often by those who 
are interested in improving service delivery for programs aimed at children and parents. 
In these cases, it is useful to collect information from a wide range of perspectives. 
Russell et al. (1999) obtained information from a large number of parties in order to 
determine how services should cater to men as fathers. Similarly, Grolnick et al. (1997) 
gained information from children, mothers, and teachers in order to find the best ways 
to involve parents in schooling. 
It is also appropriate to interview a number of respondents where it is important to 
consider the interaction between children, parents, and professionals. In this way the 
needs of the different parties can be addressed. 
Obtaining information in this research 
In deciding what sources of information to use it is important to address the 
requirements in terms of the research question. In this research, the broad question is 
'what do parents do?' To answer this broad question, the following section outlines how 
I will measure parental involvement with children. Following the assessment of 
measurement using demographic approaches, the section outlines subjective measures, 
objective measures, and parenting styles, as ways of operationalising parental 
involvement. In order to elicit this information, the parent is the best respondent. This is 
because the research covers issues about the parents themselves: what they do and how 
they feel. Further, the research is not about the interaction of children and parents with 
services, so a multilevel approach is of no additional use. 
2.2 OPERATIONALISING PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT 
This research investigates the ways men and women are involved in the rearing of 
children aged twelve years and under, from different disciplinary perspectives. It is 
important then to outline the ways these disciplinary perspectives are used to measure 
parental involvement so that the appropriate data sources can be used. 
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2.2.1 Measuring parental involvement through quantitative analysis 
Family demographers measure the prevalence of family types, and changes over time, 
and between, populations. They do not explicitly measure 'parenting', but many of the 
measures used are in fact proxy measures of just that. In the account of different family 
types there is an implicit measurement of who is a parent. In this way, we know the 
level of parenting in Australia, that is, what proportion of the population is a parent, 
what types of parent families they form, and the number and ages of the children. 
Quantitatively, parenting can be measured in numerous ways. In the following 
discussion of the quantitative measures of parenting, both biological and social 
measures of parenting will be addressed. Some measures, such as the number of 
children ever born, will only be applicable to biological parents, whereas other 
measures, such as living arrangement will be applicable to biological and social parents. 
Further, there are two important concepts in the analysis of family demography. These 
are analysis based on cross-sectional data and analysis based on cohort data. Cross-
sectional analysis (or calendar year analysis) measures the experiences of all age groups 
in a given year. These data are useful for determining levels at a given time in a 
population, and can be used to compare between different time periods, and between 
populations. Cohort analysis (or life-cycle analysis) measures the experience of a given 
cohort over time. Although this analysis gives measures of actual experiences, a large 
amount of data is needed and, unless the cohort has completed the behaviour under 
examination, assumptions will need to be made to determine expected outcomes. The 
family life-cycle methodology is attributed to Glick (1957) and a comprehensive 
overview of family life-cycle literature can be found in Young (1977). 
Quantitative measures of parental involvement 
Measuring biological reproduction (children ever born and total fertility rates) 
The most obvious way of measuring parenting in a sample or population is to determine 
the proportion that have ever had a child. In reality, this is difficult to quantify, 
particularly for men. 
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Greene and Biddlecom (2000) in critiquing the research tools of the demographic trade 
suggested that male fertility has been largely avoided in demographic measurement. 
They suggest that as demography is concerned with accurate measurement, 
demographers have collected information from women, as they are most likely to 
remember reproductive events (Greene and Biddlecom, 2000:85). Greene and 
Biddlecom also note that it is difficult to collect reproductive information on men 
because men have longer reproductive spans, inaccurately report abortions, or may not 
even know about their paternity (2000:85-86). Additionally, Cherlin and Griffith (1998) 
suggest that men's reproductive careers have the potential to be more complex than 
women's; that men are more likely to have children with multiple partners than women; 
and that they may under-report children of previous relationships. 
Fertility rates then, are normally collected from women. In Australia, the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics (ABS) compiles information from census and birth-registration to 
present information on current and past fertility rates for women. These data will be 
used in the following ways to examine women's involvement in reproduction: 
1. To provide an historical account of fertility levels in Australia using cross-sectional 
analyses; 
2. To examine the number of children ever born to women by cohort; and 
3. To examine changes in the timing of births. 
This analysis will be supplemented by using survey data to examine men's reports of 
the number of children ever born, and using survival analysis to determine the 
proportion who have never had children. 
Social reproduction (co-residential parenting) 
The main problem with the representation of parenting used above is that it does not 
include social parents. That is, it does not include people who step-parent, adopt or 
foster a child, or who live in a household with a partner's child. 
One way to present information about people who are involved m the social 
reproduction of children is to analyse who lives with children. This is a measure of co-
residential parenting, and has been used by many demographers (see for example Olah 
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et al., 1998; Ravanera and Rajulton, 1998). In this thesis these parents will be termed 
social parents, although there are a number of other terms, including those which 
encompass parents with no legal tie such as 'informal', 'pretend' and 'household' (see 
Olah et al., 1998). 
For the purpose of measuring social parenting, a cross-sectional analysis based on 
survey data will be used. Co-residential parenting defined in this way provides for 
comparison at a cross-sectional level, and may be useful for national data comparisons. 
However, it is not useful for describing a person's experience over his or her lifetime. In 
this way it is merely a discussion of who lives with children and what the situation is 
like in a population at the time measured. 
Non-residential parenting 
The use of the above measure should not suggest that people cannot effectively parent 
from a distance, or in fact, that they are not truly 'parenting'. However, the meaning of 
parenting surely does change when a parent no longer resides with the child. Among 
others, Furstenburg and Cherlin (1991) found that following divorce it is difficult for 
parents to 'co-parent'; fathers see their children less and the contact is of lower quality. 
However, it is difficult and probably unfair, given the unequal playing field, to compare 
parents who live with their children to parents who do not. As Amato and Rivera note, 
'Relations between children and non-resident fathers are sufficiently different to justify 
a separate review and analysis' (1999:376). This surely can be extended to all non-
residential parents. In comparing what parents do, it is unreasonable to compare resident 
and non-resident parents; however, a percentage distribution of living arrangements of 
parents is useful to represent the situation in a population. 
Other household measures of families 
Many other quantitative measures based on household distributions provide a 
descriptive representation of the ways people are involved in parenting in a population. 
These include percentage distribution of household sizes and members, mean size of 
households, median ages of parents, and the age composition of children at home. A 
selection of these measures will be used to detail the current distribution of parenting 
status in Australia, and will be used in conjunction with socio-economic and 
demographic variables to determine differentials in the population. 
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Measuring parental involvement through a life-cycle approach 
Except for the cohort measures of fertility experiences, the measures outlined above use 
cross-sectional data. Analyses such as a proportional distribution by family type, or 
measures of average sizes of households are of limited use. A more descriptive 
approach is to use a life-cycle or lifecourse approach (Glick, 1957). Hill and Rodgers 
(1964) describe the life cycle as one of moving from the family home to a partnership 
(marriage). This partnership extends to include new family members, then contracts and 
finally dissolves through the death of a spouse1• 
In order to determine what differences are evident between different cohorts of parents 
a life-cycle approach is used. In this way, demographers can assess change over 
generations, and speculate on possible future experiences. Various measures may be 
available using a life-cycle approach. These include age at start and end of parenting for 
different cohorts; the amount of time lived with children co-resident by different 
cohorts; and, the proportion of parents who finish living with their children through 
residence changes by cohort. Demographers have continued to advance the uses of the 
life-cycle approach, with innovative examples such as that of Ravanera and Rajulton 
who have examined the lifecourse trajectories and timing of transitions among different 
cohorts of Canadian men (1998:2). 
One problem with this method is that the cohorts who have finished living with their 
children will be older, hence the experiences of younger cohorts will be incomplete. 
The other issue is that complex information on respondents is needed. This includes 
dates of many lifecourse events. These are not usually available with regard to 
information on both respondents' and their children's life events. 
From the data available, lifecourse measures such as median age at start of parenting 
and number of children ever born by cohort, will be examined in this research. 
Using cross-sectional and cohort data analysis 
Cross-sectional and cohort data analyses provide different information for different 
purposes. Further, cross-sectional data are the most readily accessible data, while cohort 
data may be difficult to collect. For these reasons, it is important to include both cross-
1 For an overview of the changing models of the family life cycle see Carter and McGoldrick (1989). 
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sectional and cohort styles of measuring quantitative parental involvement, that is, 
assessing current living experience and lived experience where possible. 
2.2.2 Subjective measures of parental involvement 
It has been determined in social research that the way people feel about themselves can 
impact on their behaviour. Measures of self-concept, self-worth, identification, and self-
efficacy have all been used to investigate their relationship with behavioural outcomes. 
This is true of the relationship between parenting identification and childrearing 
behaviours. Baumrind (1993) suggests that the way parents perceive their effectiveness 
enhances their care-giving, and Swick and Broadway (1997) proposed that parental 
efficacy can be used to understand competent parenting. That is, 'efficacy is the 
synchrony between one's belief in their ability and one's real performance in relation to 
carrying out specific tasks required in a given life process' (Swick and Broadway, 
1997:69). Self-image, locus of control, one's developmental status, and interpersonal 
support are all elements of parental efficacy. The purpose of using parental identity as a 
measure of parenting in this research, is to determine how parents in Australia identify 
with parental roles, to investigate factors which may enhance or restrict perception of 
parenting identity, and to explore the relationship between identity and parenting 
behaviours. 
In investigations of men's parenting roles, Marsiglio (1995a) suggested that the 
application of father-role identities is useful for explaining differential participation of 
men in childrearing activities. In fact, much current research on father involvement 
investigates the impact of parental identification. !hinger-Tallman et al. created a 
theoretical model of the paths through which paternal involvement in childrearing affect 
child wellbeing (1995:58). They hypothesised that men's identification with the 
parental role determines their involvement, which in tum influences child wellbeing. 
They also tested the relationship between identity and involvement with a group of non-
resident fathers. 
This direction of research, comparing identification with the parental role with men's 
involvement in childrearing, is influenced by the lack of understanding about why some 
men are more involved than others. However, identification with the parental role has 
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also been used to investigate cultural variations in parenting behaviours (MacPhee et al., 
1996) and the influences on maternal self-perceptions (MacPhee et al., 1986). 
The theoretical relationship between parental identity and parental behaviours 1s 
reviewed in more detail in Chapter six. 
Measuring subjective responses to parenting 
An instrument titled 'Self-Perceptions of the Parental Role Scale' (SPPR), which was 
developed by MacPhee, Benson and Bullock, will be used to measure identification 
with the parental role. The scale's development and psychometric measures are 
described in Influences on Maternal Self-Perceptions (MacPhee et al., 1986). The scale 
was originally tested on mothers with children aged less than four years, but has been 
used by the primary researcher in studies of parents with two to five year-olds 
(MacPhee et al., 1996), and by other researchers with different subjects, such as non-
resident fathers of children aged eighteen and younger (lhinger-Tallman et al., 1995). 
The SPPR is used to examine how parents feel they perform on four dimensions of the 
parental role, namely satisfaction, competence, investment and integration. The 
satisfaction dimension is a representation of whether respondents are satisfied as 
opposed to resentful or regretful about their parenting role, whilst the competence 
dimension, indicates perceived competence, or confidence in the parenting role. 
Investment is an indication of the importance of the parental role, and integration 
measures the integration of parent, spouse, career and friend roles (role salience). 
(MacPhee et al., 1986). 
The SPPR (at Appendix 1, Part 1) is a self-completion scale and features paired 
statements with contrasting endpoints. The respondent decides which of the statements 
best describes them, and then answers whether that statement is sort of true for them, or 
really true for them. The researchers assert that the benefit of using this type of response 
option is that the choice of two statements suggests to the respondent that half the 
population is like one, while the other half is like the other (MacPhee et al., 1986:3). 
The respondent can then choose how much he or she is like one or the other, giving an 
increased range of scores (MacPhee et al., 1986:3). 
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Parenting identity is a new research direction in parenting research. This investigation, 
will provide an overview of the parental identity of Australian parents, a topic which at 
this time has not been addressed in quantitative explorations of parenting in Australia. 
Further, there will be a discussion of the potential use of parental identification as an 
explanatory measure of other parenting behaviours. 
2.2.3 Objective measures of parental involvement 
This section briefly discusses the gendered division of labour, and the division of 
household labour. The gendered division of labour refers to men's involvement in the 
public sphere of paid employment, and women's involvement in the private sphere of 
unpaid household labour. This discussion merely provides a background as to who has 
the primary role of caring for children and maintaining a household. The division of 
household labour refers to tasks that are predominantly seen as men's jobs or women's 
jobs in the home. Throughout, terminology may refer to household labour or to 
domestic labour, which will be used interchangeably. The purpose of overviewing 
dominant roles of men and women is to determine ways of measuring responsibility for 
childrearing tasks and child-related household work. 
A brief overview of the division of labour 
The gendered division of labour that is evident in Australia today is a creation of very 
recent attitudes and developments. By the mid nineteenth century, considerable changes 
in attitudes towards working mothers had occurred (see Barrett and Mcintosh, 1982; 
Baxter, 1993; Gittins, 1985). The shift reflected the ideals of family life. By this 
ideology, there was a division between men's and women's work, where 'men were 
defined as breadwinners and women as full-time mothers and home managers' (Baxter, 
1993:25). Gittins further suggests that the shift was not just about family ideology, but 
gender ideology: 
It was not just a family ideology, but also a gender ideology, a careful and deliberate 
attempt to reorganise the relations between the sexes according to middle-class ways 
and values, and then defming the new division as 'natural', 'biological' and eternal. 
(Gittins, 1985:31) 
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Much scholarly research assumed the supposed 'natural' roles that are inherent in this 
model, that is, it is natural for a woman to do housework and to be a mother. This is 
evident in the work of the functionalist sociologist Talcott Parsons (Parsons and Bales, 
1955). 
This division, with women involved in the private sphere of the home, and men in the 
public sphere of paid employment is known as the male breadwinner model of work and 
family life. Intrinsic to this model is the concept of the family wage, that is, a wage that 
is 'sufficient to support a husband, wife and three children' (Harvester case of 1907, 
cited in O'Donnell and Hall, 1988). For an overview of the family wage model see 
Zaretsky (1982). McDonald notes that this labour wage, known as the 'basic wage', was 
implemented in 1907 and remained intact until 1973 (McDonald, 1997:5). 
The breadwinner model encapsulates a reproduction versus production view of what 
women and men do. However, the dichotomous nature of this model fails to encapsulate 
the many varied ways men and women have negotiated work and family life. Some 
have argued that this model needs to be broken down to better understand the processes 
men and women face. Gatens has argued against the dichotomy of the private and 
public spheres, emphasising that the family should be recognised as a social institution 
that is subject to regulatory constraints (Gatens, 1998:4). Further, the model fails to 
recognise household work as legitimate work. The importance of home production in a 
market economy has been contended (Brown, 1982), and yet it continues to be omitted 
from national accounts. 
Due to changes in men's and women's involvement in both the home and in market 
work, the division of labour, supported by marketplace structure, can no longer be 
legitimised (Brown, 1982). It is a source of some confusion therefore that although 
women are actively involved in the labour force, and levels of education are increasing 
for younger cohorts of women that the responsibility for childrearing and household 
work predominantly remains a woman's domain (Hochschild, 1989). 
Studies continue to find that women and men have different experiences of work and 
family life. This section evaluates the role of typically sociological measures of the 
household division of labour. Under examination are childrearing activities and child-
related housework that may be useful in order to measure parental involvement. 
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An examination of the division of household labour 
The organisation of domestic labour has been empirically examined. Australian studies 
examining the division of labour in the home show that women are responsible for a 
substantially greater share of household labour-including childrearing-than men 
(Baxter, 1993). Further, there is consistent evidence that there is a definite gender 
difference in the types of housework performed (Baxter, 1993; Wolcott and Glezer, 
1995). 
'Indoor' work and 'Outdoor' work 
The study of housework, and subsequently, the division of labour in the home, was 
barely investigated by sociologists until the 1960s. In 1974 Oakley wrote: 
The conventional sociological approach to housework could be termed 'sexist': it has 
treated housework merely as an aspect of the feminine role in the family-as a part of 
women's role in marriage, or as a dimension of child-rearing-not as a work role. The 
study of housework as work is a topic entirely missing from sociology. 
(Oakley, 1974b:2) 
Oakley exposed the myths of the division of labour by sex, and motherhood (Oakley, 
1974a). In her work in the early 1970s, reviewing the disciplinary perspectives of 
ethnology, anthropology and sociology with regard to the division of labour by sex, she 
overturned the 'natural' arguments used by many researchers regarding housework and 
childrearing. In the sociological field, the work of Talcott Parsons dominated the 
sociological theorising of the division of household labour and childrearing (Gilding, 
1997). In terms of the sociological arguments used by Parsons and Bales (1955), there 
was an emphasis on the division of household labour based on biological grounds. This 
is firmly rejected in Oakley's work, which states: 
The sociological myth, like the ethological and anthropological ones, is underpinned by 
the assumption that biology necessarily determines the place of women in society-and 
thus, by derivation, the place of women in the family. Parsons 'presumes' that biology 
establishes primary and that social sex-roles are founded on this .... The myth is that 
someone has to take care of the children, and since fathers have to work, mothers must 
do the childrearing. . .. The truth of the matter is the reverse of the myth: because 
women take care of children men are free to be away from the home, involved in their 
employment work. 
(Oakley, 1974a:180) 
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The domestic division of labour by sex suggests that women are largely responsible for 
housework and childrearing tasks, whilst men are responsible for household 
maintenance type tasks. Other terms such as 'instrumental' and 'expressive', have been 
used to describe the work that men and women do (Zelditch, 1955). More recently, the 
division of household labour has been discussed in terms of 'inside' and 'outside' jobs 
(Baxter, 1993; Baxter, 1998). This division consists of men being largely responsible 
for 'outside' jobs such as taking out the rubbish, mowing the lawns, and driving the car 
when travelling with their partner, whereas women do more of the 'inside' jobs such as 
cleaning and vacuuming, doing the laundry and shopping for food. However, most 
sociological studies since the work of Oakley have not emphasised a biological basis for 
the division of domestic labour, recognising instead the gendered division of labour1• 
Determinants of the division of household labour 
In investigating the division of labour in the home, Oakley theorised what might 
determine the husband's involvement in housework (Oakley, 1974b:137-61). She 
investigated the relationship between social class, and beliefs and attitudes toward male 
and female roles. Since that time, many reasons for the division of household labour and 
determinants of participation by men have been put forward. 
The effects of many predictors on the responsibility for household labour have been 
investigated. Examples of relationships between household labour and variables such as 
marital status (Baxter, 2001; Blair, 1994; Denmark et al., 1985; South and Spitze, 
1994), education (Goldscheider and Waite, 1991), work hours (Presland and Antill, 
1987), available time (Presser, 1994), work autonomy and supervision (Seccombe, 
1986), and number of children (Kamo, 1991) abound. 
Baxter suggests that much research is concentrated on the three areas of 'sex role 
attitudes, women's time spent in paid employment and economic power in the 
household' (Baxter, 1998:62). These predictors will be examined in greater detail in the 
chapter examining who does these types of jobs to determine an analytical model for 
investigating the objective measures of parenting. 
1 A more recent article refers to the division of labour as 'Sociocultural norms and structural constraints 
remain such that couples may continue to experience the transition to parenthood in deeply gendered 
ways, women continuing to have primary responsibility for home and children, men for earning income' 
(Sanchez and Thomson, 1997:748). 
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How is the measurement of household labour related to measunng parental 
involvement? 
Childrearing and household labour are inextricably linked. As is evident in the work of 
Oakley (1974b), and many other researchers since (e.g. Baxter, 1998), childrearing is 
seen as part of household-based tasks. For example, Goldsheider and Waite discuss 
what they term the 'traditional division of labour' as such: 
In most families today, responsibility for various tasks is divided clearly by sex, with 
the wife responsible for most home-based tasks. She cares for the children, makes sure 
the house (and everything in it) is clean, sees that the family is fed, and maintains 
contact with most of their friends and relatives (di Leonardo, 1987, Robinson, 1988). 
The husband's major contribution to the family economy is to support it through his 
waged labor. In some families, he may, in addition, make household repairs, maintain 
the car, take care of the yard, do the paperwork, and take out the trash. 
(Goldscheider and Waite, 1991:110) 
In this passage, it is clear that when considering the division of household labour in 
households where children are present, it is impossible to look at housework without 
examining child-based tasks and vice versa. For this reason, childrearing, childcare and 
other household tasks will all be investigated. 
The measurement of household tasks 
In the analyses above, there is a broad discussion of the division of household labour, 
but little mention of the actual tasks that are examined. The following describes what is 
measured in accounts of the division of household labour, and how it is being measured. 
The measurement of common household tasks 
There is a wide range of tasks that have been measured in analyses of the division of 
household labour. A seemingly endless number of tasks can be assessed with regard to 
household maintenance. These include daily tasks such as dishwashing, cooking, 
cleaning, caring for children, to less frequent tasks such as taking out the garbage, 
vacuuming, ironing, to irregular tasks such as paperwork, or weeding the garden. Of 
course, there is variation in how frequently these tasks are reported, which will depend 
on the respondent's own personal situation. 
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While early studies asked broad questions about 'housework' or 'childcare' 
participation (Oakley, 1974b), research on the division of household labour since then, 
has investigated the separate tasks involved. This is evident in surveys today. In the US, 
the National Longitudinal Studies of Young Men, Young Women, and Mature Women 
included questions on 'cooking, cleaning, laundry, childcare, dishes, yard work, grocery 
shopping, and paperwork' (as reported in Goldscheider and Waite, 1991). In Australia, 
the Negotiating the Lifecourse Survey 1997 (NLC), asked 17 separate questions about 
household labour. 
The benefit of using separate questions is that investigations can determine the way 
individual tasks are divided up, and investigate why. As Goldscheider and Waite note: 
how they in fact divide up these responsibilities, then, reflects what mix of tasks and 
responsibilities fits their needs best, balancing in some fashion their joint and personal 
preferences, their ideas of equity and social appropriateness, as well as their skills and 
the need to get the work done. 
(Goldscheider and Waite, 1991:113) 
Further, these tasks can be grouped based on the underlying correlations between them, 
that is, the similar patterns of particular types of tasks. This means that certain tasks 
may represent a dimension of housework, while other tasks represent another dimension 
of housework. 
The response data from the NLC questions (listed at Appendix 2) will be used to 
determine the division of household labour for this research. 
The measurement of childcare and childrearing tasks 
Goldscheider and Waite report that the task that is most shared by husbands is 
parenthood, that is, the caring of children (Goldscheider and Waite, 1991:113). This 
broad category certainly has a wide and varied number of tasks associated with it-
some of which are associated with the caring of children, and some of which are 
associated with the rearing of children-but the differentiation between the two is a 
difficult one to make. For the purposes of this investigation, all parental involvement 
activities will be discussed together. 
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The nature of household tasks is somewhat different when there are children present in 
a household. There are additional tasks that are solely related to children, and tasks that 
may become more or less important with children present. This section determines what 
day-to-day tasks are important in assessing involvement in childrearing. It is not an 
effort to determine what behaviours are important socially or developmentally. 
Like the tasks used to measure the division of household labour, there are many tasks 
which are related to childrearing. Kalmijn measured parents' involvement with a set of 
fourteen questions, which he then reduced to scales to measure father involvement 
(Kalmijn, 1999:414-415). The questions covered four broad topics. These were: 
physical care (such as changing diapers, washing and bathing, taking child to doctor, 
staying home with sick child); school-related activities (talking to school teachers, 
participating in school-related activities); leisure activities (buying presents for child's 
birthday, going on outings with child; and, talking with the child (about cleaning room, 
manners, bedtimes, school). 
Similarly, respondents of the NLC survey were asked six questions about childrearing 
tasks. These are, who does more of ... 'helping with homework', 'listening to problems', 
'taking children to activities', 'playing with them', 'bathing and dressing', 'getting them 
to bed'. The questions were asked of parents with children of 12 years and less. These 
have been expanded on, and adapted to measure childrearing in this research. 
The current research asked a larger range of questions, and different response choices 
by the age of the child, and for separate children. Respondents were asked to answer 
questions for each child. The purpose is to determine parental involvement differences 
by sex and age of the child. Further, slightly different questions are asked of parents 
with children under school age (Appendix 1, Question 85) to parents of children twelve 
years and under of school age (Appendix 1, Question 86). Like Kalmijn (1999), the 
questions related to physical care, communication, and educational activities, but there 
was also an emphasis on transport. A separate set of questions related to children's 
extra-curricular activities was also asked (Appendix 1, Question 87). 
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How should these tasks be measured? 
In measuring what men and women do in the home, there are two main ways of 
collecting data: (1) by determining how the division is shared, that is, how it is divided; 
and (2) by analysing the amount of time spent on tasks. 
Goldscheider and Waite suggest that if the interest is on how the labour is shared, then 
the information required is about who does what proportion. They argue that gathering 
information on the time spent on a task by a respondent does not tell you how much is 
done by other people (Goldscheider and Waite, 1991:111-112). Although time-use data 
may be useful at the population level to compare how much time women and men 
spend on various tasks, and how that changes over time, it may be difficult to reconcile 
at the couple level. 
The debate over the advantages and disadvantages of time-use data is complicated. One 
of the main difficulties when using reports of time-use data is the inconsistency between 
couple reports. It has been argued in scale-based studies of who does more, that there is 
general agreement in spouses' reports (Berk and Shih, 1980), with Ross and Mirowsky 
(1984) finding that there was greater correlation on the objective measure of housework 
than decision making which is a more subjective measure. In comparison Winkler 
(2000), using time-report data, found that spouse's reports differ significantly from 
respondent's reports. 
Some reports have shown that irrespective of the measurement, whether it be time-use 
or survey method, that reports are similar at the aggregate level (Gershuny et al., 1994). 
Others like Winkler (2000) have criticised that approach. She notes that other research 
has not found differences between reports, but criticised the use of aggregate findings to 
measure involvement. One method to avoid differences between spousal reports has 
been to only use the self-reports of respondents, not partner's reports. 
The limitations of self-reports and spousal reports can be minimised by the use of time 
diaries. However, data would need to be collected from both partners which is an 
immense commitment to expect from one household. 
Information on the division of household labour in this research is based on respondent 
reports of who does more. As respondents can quite accurately report who does more of 
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each job, a scale of responses such as 'my partner does most', 'my partner does more', 
'share equally', 'I do more', 'I do most' is used. When applicable, alternate answers 
such as 'the child does this' or 'sibling does this', are used. 
Documenting men's involvement in childrearing - criticisms and directions 
It has been widely found that what men do as fathers is different to what women do as 
mothers (see Marsiglio, 1995a:7). Men are much more likely to be involved in play-
based activities, reading to children, and spending time on leisure with children. Edgar 
notes that play is men's doorway to children (Edgar, 1997:262). To get an accurate 
description then of men's roles, these activities must be investigated. 
Day, Evans and Lamb (1998) in a working group report on conceptualising male 
parenting ask the question 'What dimensions or domains define the core and ancillary 
aspects to men's roles as fathers?' They found that defining paternal involvement was a 
difficult task: 
Efforts to develop a theoretically meaningful and tidy categorization scheme for the 
varied forms of paternal involvement is fraught with difficulties. Fathers' assorted 
forms of involvement can be grouped together in various ways. 
(Day et al., 1998) 
They documented: nurturance and prov1s10n of care; moral and ethical guidance; 
emotional, practical, and psychosocial support of female partners; and, economic 
provisioning, or breadwinning as the four key themes associated with paternal 
involvement (Day et al., 1998). 
Other investigators of men's parental involvement have noted methodological issues of 
measurement. Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane (1992) suggest that to get a more accurate 
picture of what men do, a separation of tasks by housework and child-based tasks is 
needed, as men are more likely to be involved in child-based activities. Lamb, et al. 
(1987), who proposed a three-part model of paternal involvement, suggest that 
important components are interaction, availability, and responsibility (see also McBride 
and Rane, 1998). The importance of interaction is further highlighted by Edgar (1997), 
who notes that the investigation of leisure time and play-based interaction is important 
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when researching what men do as fathers. This includes determining whether men 
watch television, eat meals, and generally spend time with children (Edgar, 1997: 268). 
In an effort to more accurately quantify men's involvement in childrearing, a wide 
range of parental activities are examined. These include household jobs and childrearing 
tasks as noted previously. These tasks are not analysed together, but as separate 
dimensions of parental involvement. Further, in accordance with findings that highlight 
the importance of interaction, a series of questions on who accompanies the respondent 
to various activities was investigated. These questions (at Appendix 1, Part 6) ask who 
usually goes with the respondent when they attend a variety of leisure and recreational 
activities. 
2.2.4 Parenting styles as measures of parental involvement 
Paul Amato (1998; Amato and Rivera, 1999) has argued that one of the most important 
measures of parenting is the extent to which parents engage in authoritative parenting 
styles. Parenting styles as developed by Diana Baumrind (1966; 1968; 1971) have been 
used extensively in psychological research. This research indicates that there are three 
main factors or styles involved in parenting, or as Darling and Steinberg (1993) note, 
the underlying styles that a parent holds. These styles are known as authoritative, 
authoritarian and permissive parenting. 
Dimensions of these parenting styles are able to be quantified using scales derived and 
tested by developmental psychologists. In the 1960s, Baumrind identified the three 
major patterns of parental authority or control, which are now known as parenting 
styles. These styles have distinct childrearing behaviours, which are associated with 
child outcomes. 
A two-dimensional framework? 
More recent conceptualisations of parenting styles suggest that there are two orthogonal 
dimensions of parenting styles. These are responsiveness and demandingness, and when 
different levels of both are combined they reflect parenting style typologies (Maccoby 
and Martin, 1983). This approach is reflected in Baumrind's later work. In Baumrind's 
words, the control enacted by the authoritative parent is highly demanding, but also 
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highly responsive (1993:1308). By this she means that authoritative parents require that 
their child becomes integrated with the family, and that the parents are responsive to the 
child's needs (Baumrind, 1993:1308). 
Maccoby and Martin (1983) in investigating the dimensions of parenting behaviour 
noted a fourth parenting style which reflects low levels of demandingness and 
responsiveness. This parenting style is generally termed the neglectful or indifferent-
uninvolved pattern (Maccoby and Martin, 1983). Some researchers have not found the 
neglectful dimension in their samples (Brenner and Fox, 1999; Robinson et al., 1995), 
which is probably due to recruitment of samples (Brenner and Fox, 1999). 
Many authors have simply used a two-dimensional approach which characterises 
authoritative and authoritarian parenting styles (Kochan.ska et al., 1989). 
A description of the three major parenting styles 
The following outlines the main behaviours that Baumrind originally conceptualised as 
characteristic of the different parenting styles, together with the interpretation of 
subsequent researchers. 
Authoritative parenting style 
Parents of the children who were the most self-reliant, self-controlled, explorative, and 
content were themselves controlling and demanding; but they were also warm, rational, 
and receptive to the child's communication. This unique combination of high control 
and positive encouragement of the child's autonomous and independent strivings was 
called authoritative parental behavior. 
(summary by Baumrind, 1971:1-2) 
Baumrind, in her work on child development, was the first to define the concept of 
control as 'parents' attempts to integrate the child into the family and society by 
demanding behavioral compliance' (see also Baumrind, 1978; Darling and Steinberg, 
1993:489). Authoritative parents use styles such as communication and nurturance, 
whilst exerting firm control. 
It is widely believed by development psychologists that young children need rules to 
learn the components of socialisation (Baumrind, 1978:182). This theme is familiar of 
Piaget who found that the relations between parents and children include 'spontaneous 
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mutual affection, which from the first prompts the child to acts of generosity and even 
of self-sacrifice, to very touching demonstrations which are in no way prescribed' 
(Piaget, 1965:193). 
It has been widely found that the styles used by authoritative parents are believed to be 
appropriate to provide these socialisation tasks to young children (Gray and Steinberg, 
1999). 
Authoritarian parenting style 
Parents of child who, relative to the others, were discontent, withdrawn, and distrustful, 
were themselves detached and controlling, and somewhat less warm than other parents. 
These were called authoritarian parents. 
(summary by Baumrind, 1971:2) 
Authoritarian parents demand obedience from their children. The authoritarian style 
uses punishment and forceful measures to regulate child behaviour. 
The type of controls that authoritarian parenting styles provide are not conducive to 
children's psychological development. Authoriarian parenting styles tend to have higher 
components of restrictiveness and hostility than other parenting styles. This type of 
parenting style is related to fearful, dependent, and submissive behaviours in children, 
and may affect motivation (Becker, 1964). 
Permissive parenting style 
Parents of the least self-reliant, explorative, and self-controlled children were 
themselves noncontrolling, nondemanding, and relatively warm. These were called 
permissive parents. 
(summary by Baumrind, 1971 :2) 
Permissive parenting encapsulates the same ideas that are evident in the laissez-faire 
management style. Parents who use a permissive parenting style allow the child to make 
decisions for itself and regulate its own behaviour. The parent provides explanations 
and information to the child so that the child has a framework from which to base 
decisions. 
The main problem with permissive parenting styles is that the self-determination 
methods used are not suitable for young children (under age seven) according to some 
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social and developmental psychologists (see also Baumrind, 1968; Baumrind, 
1978: 185). Children at that age, coined by developmental psychologists as children at 
the pre-operational level, have limited ability for self-determination (Baumrind, 
1978:185). 
Sub-styles 
Whether a three-dimensional or two-dimensional conceptualisation is used, there are 
sub-styles evident. Using the three-dimension model, the sub-styles that have been 
tested and extracted in analysis reflect different constructs within each global dimension 
(typology). 
Robinson, et al (1995) empirically tested a parenting questionnaire to determine the 
major dimensions, and the sub-factors. The questionnaire had 133 items, 53 original 
ones and 80 from a Child-Rearing Practices Report developed by Block in 1965. In 
extracting three dimensions that correspond to Baumrind's model, Robinson et al. 
(1995) reduced the questions to a 62-item questionnaire. Within this 62-item 
questionnaire the authors were able to determine sub-styles which were dimensions of 
the larger typology constructs. 
The sub-styles (or factors) were labelled to reflect the content of each construct. The 
authors found four factors that represented dimensions of the authoritative parenting 
typology, four factors that represented dimensions of the authoritarian parenting 
typology, and three factors that represented dimensions of the permissive parenting 
typology (Robinson et al., 1995). 
The authoritative factors were titled 'Warmth and Involvement', 'Reasoning/Induction', 
'Democratic Participation', and 'Good Natured/Easy Going'. The authoritarian factors 
were labelled 'Verbal Hostility', 'Corporal Punishment', 'Nonreasoning, Punitive 
Strategies', and 'Directiveness'. The three permissive factors were called 'Lack of 
Follow Through', 'Ignoring Misbehavior', and 'Self-confidence'. 
The questionnaire developed by Robinson et al. (1995) has been used in studies of 
Australian parents. Russell, et al. (1998) used the questionnaire to examine sex 
differences in parenting styles. They found approximately the same factors within the 
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three main parenting style patterns, although there were some differences. An additional 
factor called 'Short Fuse', representing a dimension of authoritarian parenting was 
found, and only two permissive factors were extracted. It appears that this 
conceptualisation of parenting styles is appropriate for use in Australian samples. 
Measuring parenting styles 
In using a survey to attain information on parenting style, a parenting styles scale is 
required. The purpose of using a parenting styles scale is to assess whether parents use 
parenting styles that are typically authoritative, authoritarian or permissive and to 
indicate the use of particular sub- styles within these major dimensions. 
The instrument used to measure parenting styles in this research is a shortened version 
of the 62-item Parenting Practices Questionnaire (PPQ) tested by Robinson, et al. 
(1995). The PPQ was conceptualised on the basis of Baumrind's research and 
empirically tested and validated. 
The scale used in this research consisted of 29 items (Appendix 1, Part 5). It was 
decided that there were enough items to determine the major dimensions even though 
the reduction in the number of items may lead to difficulty in interpreting sub-styles. 
The reduction was based on deleting items that were difficult to understand, or were too 
wordy. Further, items that were obviously repeated in slightly different forms were 
deleted, as were questions that were not subtle in soliciting information on corporal 
punishment. However, a selection of questions regarding corporal punishment did 
remain. Another purpose for the removal of items was to shorten the length of the 
survey, so as not to alienate participants. A list of items that were removed is attached at 
Appendix 3. 
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Issues in research on parenting styles 
As noted, Amato suggested that authoritative parenting is an important dimension of 
parental involvement: 
Authoritative parents provide a high level of support to their children, as reflected in 
warmth, responsiveness, everyday assistance, and instruction. (and) These behaviours 
facilitate children's development by conveying a basic sense of trust and security, 
reinforcing self-concepts of worth and competence, and promoting the learning of 
practical skills 
(Amato, 1998:2) 
These effects of parenting style on the socialisation process noted by Amato (1998) are 
consistently found in research using white middle-class United States populations 
(Baumrind, 1993:1302; Darling and Steinberg, 1993:487). It has been noted that the 
attitudes associated with the dominant factors are cultural and that people from different 
ethnic and cultural backgrounds may not value the same styles (Deater-Deckard et al., 
1996; Jambunathan et al., 2000). This suggests that, although the parenting scale has 
been used in an Australian sample (Russell et al., 1998) and is used in cross-national 
research by that research team, it may be culturally specific. 
Another criticism on the use of parenting styles was addressed by Darling and Steinberg 
(1993). They question why little is known about how parenting style influences child 
development, or why little is known about why different parents use different parenting 
styles. Further, they suggest that there are many factors that may determine parenting 
styles, but they are not usually investigated (Darling and Steinberg, 1993:494-5). 
However it is suggested that one predictor, sex of the parent, is being more widely 
considered in recent psychological literature (Russell et al., 1998:89). 
The investigation of parenting styles in this research, draws on over forty years of 
research, in order to determine what factors are important in influencing the parenting 
styles of parents in Australia. 
38 
2.3 MEASURING PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT: AN OVERVIEW 
Four distinct methods of examining parental involvement will be assessed. The purpose 
of using these varying methods is to give a comprehensive picture of the ways men and 
women are involved in the social reproduction of children in Australia today. 
Demographic information provides a picture of who are parents in Australia, and how 
parenting trends have changed over time. Subjective measures of parenting indicates 
how people feel they are performing in their parenting roles, while the objective 
measures will document what they are doing. Finally, the styles people use to parent 
will be investigated, as this measurement of parental involvement is an important 
I 
predictor of child development. 
In each chapter, the investigation of parental involvement will include an assessment of 
the determinants of parental involvement. This theoretical basis for testing explanatory 
measures will be determined as part of the investigation into each parenting measure. 
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The collection of data on parenting in Australia 
-3-
The measurement of parental involvement as developed in Chapter 2 requires a range of 
data sources. The purpose of this chapter is to describe the sources and use of published 
data and secondary data, the collection of primary data, and the generalisability of the 
collected data. The published data used are predominantly data published by the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), the secondary data come from the first wave of a 
national longitudinal survey titled Negotiating the Lifecourse (NLC), while the primary 
data are obtained from a self-completed questionnaire entitled The Parenting Survey 
1999 (PS99). 
3.1 PUBLISHED DATA: ABS DATA SOURCES 
ABS published data are used to describe household and family trends in Australia. The 
main purpose of using these data is to provide a macro-level context within which to 
investigate people's parenting behaviours. 
The ABS conducts Australia's Census of Population and Housing and a number of 
other surveys of relevance to the study of family structure and experience. Many of 
these surveys are conducted as supplementary surveys of the monthly population 
survey. The supplementary surveys of most relevance are the Family Characteristics 
Survey1, the Child Care Survey2 and the Time-Use Survey. These surveys are all core 
supplementary surveys, which are held at set intervals. The Child Care Survey and The 
Family Characteristics Survey are held every three years and five years respectively, 
while the Time-Use Survey has been changed from a five-yearly survey to a twelve-
yearly survey, with the next one to be held in 2005-06 (Fischer, 2000). Other data are 
1 Published data available in ABS Cat. No. 6224.0 Labour force status and other characteristics of 
families. 
2 Published data available in ABS Cat. No. 4402.0 Child Care. 
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compiled from registration of births, marriages and divorces. The analysis in this thesis 
is compiled using these data from published tables. 
Census data will be used to examine the level of parenting in Australia, with ~ 
emphasis on changes in birth-rates and household structure and size. The other 
published data will be used to describe how parents involved in the paid labour force 
negotiate their work and family time. 
3.2 SECONDARY DATA: NEGOTIATING THE LIFECOURSE (NLC) 
3.2.1 The situation of longitudinal data in Australia 
One of the ways to analyse changes in cohort behaviour is through the use of 
longitudinal data, but there remains a shortage of such data in Australia. Some 
longitudinal data on children's education and development have been collected by the 
Australian Council for Educational Research, but there is little information on families. 
Although Australia cannot claim to hold surveys such as the National Survey of 
Families and Households held in the United States, or the United Kingdom National 
Child Development Study, there is movement toward the collection of large scale 
longitudinal data. 
The recognition of the need for longitudinal data has been realised by the Department of 
Family and Community Services (DFaCS), which has recently announced financial 
support for two major longitudinal studies. The first is the Hous~hold Income and 
Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) project, and the second is a longitudinal study 
of Australian children. 
The fact sheet released by DFaCS on the Stronger families and communities strategy, 
which announced the longitudinal study of Australian children, says that the 
longitudinal study will be used to: 
complement other social research being carried out in Australia. The Household Income 
and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Project and the ANU Negotiating the Life 
Course Project are focusing on the economics of families, and the Australian Institute 
of Family Studies is examining family functioning and well-being. 
(DFaCS 2000) 
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This statement recognises two additional longitudinal investigations that are currently 
being conducted in Australia. These are the Life Course Project (RSSS 2001), and the 
proposed Australian Family Panel Survey (AIFS 2000a). Both projects are designed to 
examine individuals' changes over the lifecourse and provide data for family-based 
research. 
In 1997 a survey titled Negotiating the Lifecourse (NLC) was conducted as part of The 
Life Course Project (LCP). I am using the NLC data in two ways-one, to provide 
comparisons between parents and non-parents in their experiences of work and home-
life, and two, to obtain a sample for a more in-depth investigation into people's 
parenting behaviours. 
3.2.2 Negotiating the lifecourse 
NLC is a survey conducted by the Demography and Sociology Program and the 
ACSPRI Centre for Social Research of the Research School of Social Sciences, 
Australian National University (ANU), and the Sociology, Anthropology and 
Archaeology Department of the University of Queensland. The first round of the study 
was conducted in October-November 1996 and February-April 1997. The second round, 
or wave, was completed in April-July 2000. 
The data used in this study are from the first wave of NLC. The survey is an Australia-
wide (national) telephone survey obtained from electronic white pages. Only one 
eligible respondent (person aged 18-54) per household was interviewed, the person 
being randomly selected from the household by interviewing the eligible respondent 
with the most recent birthday. 
Information on socio-demographic characteristics, relationships, children, work 
experiences, and attitudes were collected from 2,231 respondents, 1,247 of whom were 
women and 984 of whom were men. This constituted a response rate of 63 per cent 
(McDonald et al., 2000). 
According to a comparison of NLC respondents with the general Australian population, 
the NLC respondents have a similar distribution across the States and Territories; have a 
greater proportion of women; are slightly older-that is, those under age 25 are under-
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represented; have similar proportions in the paid labour force, are slightly more likely to 
be divorced; and, those in the 25-29 year age group are more likely to be cohabiting 
than legally married. This comparison also found that NLC over-represents lone people 
and single parents, which corresponds with the slightly higher divorce rate. While the 
comparison notes that there is a similar proportion born in English-speaking countries, 
non-English-speaking countries are under-represented, and Australian born are over-
represented. This is due to the interviews being conducted in English. In summary, the 
authors found that 'Overall, despite the concern about the response rate, NLC appears to 
be broadly representative of the Australian population' (McDonald et al., 2000). 
As the name suggests, the information collected in this survey centres on people's lives 
and lifetime experiences. The first section obtained basic informant information. The 
second section collected information on respondent's parents and childhood living 
arrangements. This was followed by informant and partner education histories. The 
fourth section elicited information on respondent's employment history, and their own 
and their partner's current employment situation (including information on workplace 
benefits). Respondent and partner involvement in community and caring work 
comprised the next section, followed by information on the reproduction and residential 
status of biological and social children. The next section dealt with the care of children, 
including childrearing and physical care of the child. Relationship histories were then 
compiled, while the next section dealt with household responsibilities such as 
housework and decision-making. Household income was the topic of the next section, 
followed by housing information. Finally, respondent attitudes and values were asked 1• 
Use of NLC data 
Although NLC is a longitudinal survey, second round data were not available for use at 
the time of preparing this research. This means that analyses which are conducted using 
NLC data, are cross-sectional, that is, results are based on information provided at one 
point in time. It is noted that this is an issue in considering the causality of the 
relationships examined. Where applicable, this is discussed. 
1 A copy of the total survey instrument is available at http://ssda.anu.edu.au/SSDA/CODEBOOKS/ 
LCP97 /contents.html 
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NLC data will by analysed to inform three chapters. Chapter four is a demographic 
analysis of parenting and uses ABS published data. This is complemented by using the 
entire set ofNLC data to describe cohort experiences. Chapter five uses ABS published 
data, Parenting Survey 1999 data, and NLC data to describe the labour force experience 
of people with and without children. 
NLC data are used to compare the workplace experiences of three groups. The three 
lifecourse groups have been created from the NLC data in order to compare the 
situation of parents and non-parents. The reason for comparing and investigating the 
experiences of these three groups is to demonstrate what having a child in the household 
does to the way couples distribute household duties and paid employment. 
For comparison purposes, only respondents in couples are being investigated. As 
discussed in Chapter one, most children experience living with two parents at some 
stage over their childhood lifespans, and the purpose of this study is to investigate how 
parents with partners provide and divide childrearing. 
The three groups have been categorised according to their intentions and their current 
parental situation. Socio-demographic characteristics of these three groups are provided 
at Table 3.1. The first group consists of respondents in a live-in relationship (either 
married or cohabiting), who are not biological parents and who are not social parents 
(that is, they have no children living with them). When asked how likely it was that they 
would have a child in the future, these respondents answered that it was likely or highly 
likely ('no child' group). The reason for using respondents who want a child in the 
future is so that a comparison can be made between people who intend to have children 
and people who have children, that is, so as not to compare people who do not have an 
intention to have children. It has been found previously that people who say that they do 
not want a child in the future are likely to have quite a different distribution of allocated 
responsibilities than other groups (Gray, 2000). 
The second group's members are respondents who are in a live-in relationship and 
whose youngest child (biological or social) living in the household is under age five. 
This category is titled 'child under five'. That group may have children who are older 
than four, but their youngest child is less than five. Similarly, the third category has 
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respondents with the same relationship situation, but their youngest child is aged five to 
twelve, and is named 'child five to twelve'. 
Table 3.1: Summary statistics-three lifecourse groups. 
Youngest Youngest 
No child child <5 Child 5-12 
Summary Measure Male Female Male Female Male Female Total 
Number 73 80 175 248 160 197 933 
Median 
Age (years) 28 28 35 33 41 38 35 
Income (net annual) 29398 23171 30641 10920 33841 15639 23171 
Per cent 
Higher than secondary school 65.8 70 65.1 51.6 59.4 47.7 57.3 
Employed last week 95.9 90 92 50 91.9 75.6 77.5 
Born in Australia 67.1 83.8 87.9 84.3 78.1 77.7 80.2 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
N=933. 
The summary statistics of the three groups show that members of the group who want a 
child are younger than the two child status groups. They also have higher proportions 
employed, particularly for women. This is reflected in the median income for women, 
where median income for respondents who want a child is the highest for the three 
groups. Involvement in work will be explored further using these categories in Chapter 
five. 
NLC was also used as a sample from which to draw respondents for primary data 
collection. The benefits of using this sample are that their background characteristics 
have already been captured, they are willing participants of a panel survey, and they 
have been compared to the general population and are found to be broadly 
representative. Due to the availability of this immense amount of respondent 
information, I was able to focus the collection of primary data on information that 
related directly to respondents' parenting. 
3.3 PRIMARY DATA: THE PARENTING SURVEY 1999 
The Parenting Survey 1999 (PS99) was developed in 1998-99 to specifically address 
aspects of the social reproduction of children, that is, the parental involvement topics 
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outlined in Chapter two. The instrument was designed to capture the parenting measures 
discussed, which include areas such as subjective measures; objective measures, such as 
household labour and childcare and childrearing tasks; and parenting styles. Due to the 
emphasis on the way people negotiate childrearing with other aspects of their lives, 
questions on work, workplace benefits and leisure were also included. Due to the costs 
available for field work, this survey was designed as a self-completion mail out, mail 
back questionnaire. 
3.3.1 The PS99 sample 
The sample was selected from NLC respondents. The conditions of inclusion were any 
respondents who were co-residing with their partner and with at least one child aged 
twelve years and under. To obtain these respondents, a slightly wider frame was needed 
to include people who may have moved into such a situation. Similarly, people who 
were in a co-residential situation may have moved out of that situation and it was 
recognised that a specific instrument was needed to incorporate their situation rather 
than alienate them from the process. That is, even though the targeted sample was 
respondents co-residing with partners and children, the survey was designed in such a 
way so that all parents could fill it out-whether they were in a co-residential situation 
or not. 
The main purpose of including all respondents who provide a potential parental role 
was that it was recognised that respondents who had recently moved from a given 
situation to another, may not have chosen that situation. It may have been upsetting for 
some respondents to receive a survey that they were not required to complete because of 
their new status. Further, this approach recognises the complex nature of parental 
situations, even though it is not the primary subject under investigation. While not used 
in this thesis, the data are available for the investigation of sole and non-residential 
parenting. However, that endeavour would be restricted by extremely small numbers 
(N=60). 
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3.3.2 Development of p5991 
The development of PS99 began in November 1998 and was completed in February 
1999. Scales that had been used by previous researchers were requested and compiled 
for use in this survey. The scale titled 'Self-Perceptions of the Parental Role' was 
provided by the principal instrument developer, David MacPhee, University of 
Colorado, and the parenting styles scale was provided by Alan Russell, The Flinders 
University of South Australia. Many of the remaining questions were repeated or 
adapted from NLC questions in order to provide consistency and comparability. 
The questionnaire contains seven sections. These sections cover: 
1. identification with the parental role; 
2. the workplace, employment and unemployment; 
3. attitudes to organised childcare; 
4. childrearing tasks, and non-resident parent activities; 
5. parenting styles; 
6. leisure and recreation; and 
7. background information. 
Description of questionnaire sections 
Section one is the scale developed by MacPhee, Benson and Bullock (1986). It asks a 
variety of questions which reflect a person's identification with the parenting role. It is 
used to determine the respondent's subjective feelings on parenting in the spheres of 
competency, satisfaction, integration and investment. The scale has been used in 
previous studies including !hinger-Tallman, Pasley and Buelher (1995) to determine 
men's identification with the status and roles associated with being a parent in a sample 
of single fathers. 
, The workplace, employment and unemployment section asks questions related to 
current work status and workplace situation, experience and benefits. Questions such as 
the number of hours respondents work, what kind of contract they have, why they work 
particular hours, whether they are happy with the number of hours they work, and what 
prevents them working, are asked. The job benefits examined include whether they have 
access to various types of leave which are used to assist negotiating work and home life, 
1 The PS99 survey instrument is provided at Appendix 1. A summary of the PS99 is provided at 
Appendix4. 
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such as job sharing, flexible working hours or teleworking (working from home). It also 
captures job demands such as working broken shifts, working overtime, working 
weekends and travelling away from home. Respondents are also asked about their 
partner's work situation. 
The third section asks value questions such as 'at what age do you think a child could 
attend organised part-time childcare?' while section four details the types of formal and 
informal childcare arrangements that are used, and what the reasons are for this care, 
together with how children get to school or childcare. Childrearing tasks that are asked 
include questions on who has responsibility for child maintenance tasks, transportation, 
and play-based tasks. This section also elicits information on children's recreational 
activities and involvement of non-residential parents. 
Section five consists of the parenting styles scale, with questions that reflect 
authoritative, authoritarian and permissive parenting styles. Section six deals with the 
leisure and recreation activities of the respondent, and the last section asks a small 
amount of background information to determine the respondent's current personal 
situation. 
The questionnaire design has sample questions on the front cover and extra space for 
comments on the negotiation of work and family life on the back. 
Ethics committee approval 
The Australian National University requires that all research involving human 
participants be subject to an ethics committee procedure on human experimentation. A 
copy of the application form is included at Appendix 5. This was submitted on 27 
January 1999. 
Approval was granted on 9 March 1999, subject to slight changes as requested by the 
Chairperson of the Ethics in Human Experimentation Committee. These involved 
changes to the letter of introduction information sheet. Final approval was granted on 25 
March 1999 (Appendix 6). 
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3.3.3 PS99 data collection 
The sample was drawn from eligible participants. As discussed previously, these were 
NLC respondents who: 
1. had given birth to, or fathered a child who was aged ten years or under at the time of the 
NLC first wave data collection (that is, a child who is aged 12 years or under at the time of 
PS99 data collection); 
2. were pregnant at the time of the NLC first wave data collection, or whose partner was 
currently pregnant; or, 
3. who had a child aged twelve years or under living in the same residence at the time of the 
NLC first wave data collection. 
This approach facilitated the widest possibility of collecting information on people in 
" the target group, that being, people with a partner and children twelve years and under 
co-resident. As noted earlier, people may have moved in or out of this group. Collecting 
information from respondents fitting these three options meant that respondents who 
were sole parents at the time of NLC, but had since moved into partnerships were 
captured, as were some new parents. 
However, it is recognised that the majority of respondents who had experienced the 
birth of their first child in the period between the first round of NLC and the PS99 
would not have been captured using this sample selection process. It was decided that 
enlisting the enrolment of a small few would not provide much extra information to the 
study. Observations of parents with infants is limited to respondents who noted they 
were pregnant at NLC, and respondents who were already classed as biological or social 
parents who gave birth to another child in the time between surveys. 
As mentioned, the survey was a self-completion mail out, mail back design. Actions to 
minimise losses were implemented. These actions included providing a reply-paid 
addressed envelope in the questionnaire pack, and sending a reminder package 
including another copy of the survey and reply-paid envelope within four weeks of 
sending the first pack. Non-responses from these two attempts were to be followed up 
by telephone. 
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Questionnaire packs were sent to respondents fitting the eligibility criteria. Given these 
conditions, there were 872 potential respondents fitting the criteria. Address information 
was provided by the NLC Data Manager. When data were originally collected for NLC, 
respondents were asked to provide contact details such as additional phone number, 
address, and two alternative contact people such as friends or relatives. Out of the 872 
eligible respondents, 36 did not provide address information. Attempts were made to 
contact these people together with return to senders (RTS). This is outlined below. 
Between 17 May and 1 June 1999, 836 questionnaires were sent out. A reminder was 
sent on 18 June 1999. After four weeks the response rate from these attempts was low, 
with 373 out of 836 completing and returning the questionnaires. Further, 80 packs 
were RTS. Phone tracing was conducted to contact the 463 RTS and non-respondents. 
Studies have found that phoning relatives and friends is a useful contact means. 
Dempster-McClain and Moen, who traced a sample after 30 years with no contact and 
achieved an impressive rate of locating respondents, suggest using as many tracing 
procedures as possible: 'the more tracking approaches that are applied, the greater the 
probability oflocating all panel members' (Dempster-McClain and Moen, 1994:10). In 
light of these suggestions, three methods were mainly used to contact respondents: (1) 
to phone the respondent's contact number(s); (2) to use the relatives/friends contact 
information that the respondent had provided at the first interview; and (3) to use the 
whitepages online search engine (Telstra Corporation, 1999). 
Respondent tracing commenced on 25 July 1999 and options were exhausted by 3 
September 1999, with very few respondents being contacted during the final sessions. A 
breakdown of all resp?ndents' movements since the last survey is presented at Table 
3.2. 
In total, the phone tracing exercise contacted 77 per cent of the 463 respondents who 
had not replied or who had RTS. This process increased the response from 373 to 503 at 
the close of the survey collection period (1 October 1999). This implies a response rate 
of 67 per cent of respondents who received a survey (755 with address information as 
indicated at Table 3.2), or a response rate of 58 per cent of potential respondents. 
50 
Table 3.2: Results of phone tracing conducted in July/August 1999 of potential 
Parenting Survey 1999 respondents. 
Whether changed address Number Per cent 
Have not changed address or phone 523 60 
Have changed address or phone 
Changed phone 17 1.9 
Changed address but not phone 111 12.7 
Changed address and phone 104 11.9 
Total 872 100 
Source: Gray (unpublished data 1999). 
3.3.4 Generalisability of PS99 
Given that 33 per cent of potential respondents who received the survey did not 
complete and return it, it should be questioned how representative the 503 respondents 
are. For this purpose, a comparison between the PS99 respondents and the 872 potential 
respondents from NLC has been made. 
Comparison is based on responses given at the time of the first wave of NLC. In this 
way, respondents can be directly compared based on their situation at that time. It is 
likely that not all respondents will be in the same situation in 1999 as they were at the 
time of the first survey. For this purpose, many of these characteristics were obtained in 
the PS99 to describe the respondents' situation at the time of that survey. These will be 
discussed in section 3.5. 
A range of different indicators is compared. Table 3.3 shows that 60 per cent of 
respondents are women, and 40 per cent of respondents are men, which is not a 
significantly different distribution from those who did not return the PS9.9. Respondents 
are slightly older than non-respondents, with mean ages of 36 and 34 respectively. This 
is also reflected in the age of their spouse. Although respondents are slightly older, there 
is no significant difference between the mean age of the youngest child or the mean 
number of children aged under thirteen for respondents and non-respondents. 
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Table 3.3: Summary statistics at time of Wave 1 NLC-comparison of respondents 
and non-respondents of Parenting Survey 1999. Results from cross-tabulations and 
analysis of variance. 
Summary measure Returned Not returned 
Number (Per cent) 
Sex 
Male 200 (39.8) 163 (44.2) 
Female 303 (60.2) 206 (55.8) 
Partnered status** 
Not in a relationship 44 (8.7) 60 (16.3) 
In relationship - not living together 16(3.2) 7 (1.9) 
Living together, but not legally married 37 (7.4) 27 (7.3) 
Married and living with spouse 406 (80.7) 275 (74.5) 
Highest level of education** 
Bachelor degree or higher 124 (24.8) 49 (13.2) 
Associate Diploma 60 (12.0) 35 (9.4) 
Vocational qualification 110 (22.0) 105 (28.3) 
Completed secondary school 92 (18.4) 59 (15.9) 
Incomplete secondary school 115 (23.0) 123 (33.2) 
Employment last week* 
Yes, worked for payment or profit 361 (71.8) 243 (65.9) 
Yes, but on maternity/parental leave 11 (2.2) 5 (1.4) 
Yes, but on other leave 12 (2.4) 2 (0.5) 
No, did not have a paid job 119(23.7) 119 (32.2) 
Born in Australia? 
Yes 413 (82.1) 298 (80.8) 
No 90(17.9) 71 (19.2) 
Mean 
Age** 36.06 34.28 
Age of spouse** 36.63 34.83 
Age of youngest child 4.39 4.14 
Number of children under 13 1.77 1.78 
Net yearly salary 19581.08 18263.28 
Total (N) 503 (57.7) 369 (42.3) 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
** Significant difference between respondents and non-respondents at the P<0.005 level. 
* Significant difference between respondents and non-respondents at the P<0.05 level. 
Total 
363 (41.6) 
509 (58.4) 
104 (11.9) 
23 (2.6) 
64(7.3) 
681 (78.1) 
173 (19.8) 
95 (10.9) 
215 (24.7) 
151 (17.3) 
238 (27.3) 
604 (69.3) 
16(1.8) 
14(1.6) 
238 (27.3) 
711 (81.5) 
161 (18.5) 
35.31 
35.89 
4.28 
l.77 
19026.86 
872 (100.0) 
Respondents to PS99 were also more likely to be in a marital relationship (81 per cent) 
at the time of the NLC survey than were non-respondents (75 per cent). There are 
similar proportions in cohabiting relationships. For the purpose of this investigation on 
the way people in couple relationships parent, this is not of real concern. The survey 
was designed to include sole and non-resident parents, but they were not the target 
group. However, it serves as a warning that it may be more difficult to procure the 
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participation of single parents and non-resident parents in surveys more generally. One 
possible explanation is that this is due to sole parent's time constraints. 
However, if time constraints are an issue, they are not reflected by a lack of 
participation from those in the labour force. Of those who returned the survey, 24 per 
cent did not have a paid job compared to 32 per cent of those who did not return the 
survey. Women who are sole parents are most likely to be unattached to the labour 
force. It is possible that given the emphasis on negotiating work and family life in the 
survey, these potential respondents did not feel it was relevant to their lives. However, 
as mentioned, sole parents are not the subject of this research. 
In examining education, participants have a lower proportion who have not completed 
secondary school (23 per cent) and a higher proportion who have a university 
qualification (25 per cent) as compared to non-participants. Non-respondents have 33 
per cent with incomplete secondary school, and thirteen per cent with a university 
qualification. This is where the main difference in education between the two groups 
occurred. However, it should be noted that the NLC sample is overall slightly more 
educated than the general Australian population. These two education effects mean that 
the sample is noticeably more educated than the general population. 
Finally, there is no significant difference between respondents and non-respondents' 
birthplace, or between their mean net yearly salary. 
This comparison suggests that respondents of the PS99 are slightly older, are more 
likely to be married, to be involved in employment and to have higher education levels 
than non-respondents. However, the age of children and number of children are not 
significantly different, nor whether the respondents were born in Australia, their yearly 
income, or their sex. Given that it is a mail-back survey, it is surprising that those 
involved in employment were more likely to respond than those not involved in 
employment. However, as put forward, this is probably due to the major topics 
contained in the survey. 
For the purpose of this research, the differences between respondents and non-
respondents favours the research direction. If a comparison between respondents and 
non-respondents is made only for respondents in couple relationships (at the time of the 
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first wave of NLC1), the results show that employment status is no longer significantly 
different between the two groups. Table 3.4 shows that the only characteristics which 
show significant differences between the groups are age, age of spouse, and education. 
As with the comparison of all respondents, although respondents' ages are significantly 
different to non-respondents, the mean age of youngest child and number of children 
aged under thirteen are not significantly different. 
Table 3.4: Summary statistics at time of Wave 1 NLC (respondents in live-in 
relationships only)-comparison of respondents and non-respondents of Parenting 
Survey 1999. Results from cross-tabulations and analysis of variance. 
Summary measure Returned Not returned Total 
Number (Per cent) 
Sex 
Male 186 (42.0) 139 (46.0) 325 (43.6) 
Female 257 (58.0) 163 (54.0) 420 (56.4) 
Partnered status 
Living together, but not legally married 37 (8.4) 27 (8.9) 64 (8.6) 
Married and living with spouse 406 (91.6) 275 (91.1) 681 (91.4) 
Highest level of education** 
Bachelor degree or higher 111 (25.2) 46 (15.1) 157 (21.1) 
Associate Diploma 55 (12.5) 31 (10.2) 86 (11.5) 
Vocational qualification 93 (21.1) 83 (27.3) 176 (23.6) 
Completed secondary school 86 (19.5) 51 (16.8) 137 (18.4) 
Incomplete secondary school 96 (21.8) 93 (30.6) 189 (25.4) 
Employment last week 
Yes, worked for payment or profit 315 (71.1) 207 (68.5) 522 (70.1) 
Yes, but on maternity/parental leave 10 (2.3) 5 (1.7) 15 (2.0) 
Yes, but on other leave 12 (2.7) 2 (0.7) 14 (1.9) 
No, did not have a paid job 106 (23.9) 88 (29.1) 194 (26.0) 
Born in Australia? 
Yes 364 (82.2) 237 (78.5) 601 (80.7) 
No 79 (17.8) 65 (21.5) 144 (19.3) 
Mean 
Age** 36.24 34.61 35.58 
Age of spouse** 36.63 34.78 35.88 
Age of youngest child 4.16 3.95 4.07 
Number of children under 13 1.84 1.89 1.86 
Net yearly salary 20346.68 18417.02 19571.11 
Total (N) 443 (59.5) 302 (40.5) 745 (100.0) 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
** Significant at the P<0.005 level. 
1 Although respondents may not be in the same marital category at the time of PS99 as at NLC, using 
their status at the time of NLC is the only way to directly compare respondent backgrounds. 
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Much of the difference noted between respondents and non-respondents to the survey is 
not evident if respondents in live-in relationships are examined. As the target group of 
the research is respondents with partners, this analysis suggests that respondents to the 
PS99 are not greatly different from non-respondents, with the exception that they are 
slightly older and more highly educated. 
3.3.5 Characteristics of PS99 respondents 
Given that the comparisons above are made at the time of the first wave of NLC, an 
examination of the characteristics of respondents based on the PS99 is provided. Firstly, 
this will include all PS99 respondents and also an examination of respondents in a 
couple relationship only. 
Some of the characteristics noted in Table 3.4 are not presented, as they remain 
unchanged since the last survey. These are sex of respondent and country of birth. A 
similar distribution of respondents' relationship status is noted between the two surveys 
(Table 3.3 and Table 3.5). Most respondents (434) were in a couple relationship at the 
time of PS99. An examination of the movement from one relationship category to 
another found that a small number (twelve) had moved from not living with a partner to 
living with a partner, and nineteen had moved from a live-in relationship to living alone. 
This suggests that the comparisons made between the respondents and non-respondents 
for couples only are reasonable. 
Changes in education status are not comparable due to the way education information 
was collected in the two surveys 1• It is evident that there is a similar education 
distribution. However, slightly more respondents identified as having incomplete 
secondary in the PS99 than in NLC, while more identified as having a bachelor degree 
or higher in the PS99. A similar proportion is categorised as having an associate 
diploma or vocational qualification. 
1 The NLC survey asked respondents what qualifications they had, and these responses were coded into 
categories. The PS99 had specified categories which respondents could choose from. 
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Table 3.5: Frequency and percentage distribution of summary statistics (Parenting 
Survey 99 respondents). All respondents and respondents in live-in relationship. 
Summary measure 
Partnered status a 
Not in a relationship 
In relationship - not living together 
Living together, but not legally married 
Married and living with spouse 
Highest level of education** 
Bachelor degree or higher 
Associate Diploma &Vocational quals 
Completed secondary school 
Incomplete secondary school 
Employment last week 
Yes, worked for payment or profit 
Yes, but on maternity/parental leave 
Yes, but on other leave 
No, did not have a paid job 
Number of children under thirteen b 
Zero 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four+ 
Type of residence 
A house with garden 
A townhouse 
A flat or unit 
Other 
Number of cars or vehicles 
Zero 
One 
Two 
Three+ 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: 
** Significant at the P<0.005 level. 
Respondents in 
All respondents live-in relationship 
Number (Per cent) 
46 (9.2) NIA 
19 (3.8) NIA 
33 (6.6) 33 (7.6) 
401 (80.4) 401 (92.4) 
132 (26.4) 117 (27.0) 
164 (32.8) 144 (33.3) 
69 (13.8) 56 (12.9) 
135 (27.0) 116 (26.8) 
390 (77.8) 340 (78.7) 
7 (1.4) 7 (1.6) 
7 (1.4) 5 (1.2) 
97 (19.4) 80 (18.5) 
29 (5.8) 16 (3.7) 
166 (33.0) 130 (30.0) 
214 (42.5) 199 (45.9) 
70 (13.9) 67 (15.4) 
24 (4.8) 22(5.1) 
466 (93.2) 413 (95.4) 
9 (1.8) 6 (1.4) 
9 (1.8) 1 (0.2) 
16 (3.2) 13 (3.0) 
10 (2.0) 5 (1.2) 
153 (30.7) 101 (23.4) 
286 (57.3) 279 (64.6) 
50 (10.0) 47 (10.9) 
a Of those married and living with a spouse at NLC, 96% remained in that type of relationship. Those 
who were living with someone but not married had 56% in that category, and 24% had moved into 
the married category. Eight respondents who were not in a relationship at NLC had moved to a live-
in relationship, while 34 were not in a relationship, or not living with their partner. 
b Mean number of children under age 13 is 1.81 for all respondents and 1.90 for couple respondents. 
Totals may not add up to 503 (all) and 434 (live-in), as there are missing values for some variables in the 
range of 0 to 4 cases. 
Slightly more respondents were employed at the time of the PS99 than at wave one of 
NLC, with around 19 per cent of respondents not involved in employment compared to 
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around 24 per cent. Finally, most respondents with children lived in a house with a 
garden, and had at least one car. 
These data indicate that there is little difference in the background characteristics of 
respondents between the two surveys. This is of no real surprise as the respondents are 
the same and there are only two years between the surveys. For the purpose of 
examining respondents in couple relationships with a child under age thirteen in the 
household, 418 respondents are eligible. These are the 434 in a live-in relationship, 
minus the sixteen respondents without a child under thirteen in the household. 
3.3.6 Limitations of using NLC as a sample frame for PS99 
As indicated earlier, the use of NLC respondents is advantageous due to the amount of 
background information available. However, there are some limitations that should be 
acknowledged. 
The first limitation is the size of the sample. The initial drawing of the sample was from 
a possible 872 respondents. However, 115 of the original sample had either passed 
away, moved overseas, or could not be contacted from the original contact details. This 
reduced the potential sample to around 755, and responses were obtained from 503 
respondents (67 per cent of respondents who received a questionnaire). When the 
sample is selected for parents who have a child of the correct age in the household and 
who are in a couple relationship, the sample size is further reduced (N=4 l 8). 
The effect of having a sample of this size has a few implications. Firstly, the use of 
, explanatory variables in multivariate models is somewhat reduced. For example, as 
discussed, people from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds are less likely 
to be represented in this sample. This is because the original NLC survey was 
conducted in English. 
Although people's cultural background may be an important factor in explaining 
differences in particular parenting behaviours, their representation is not large enough to 
be used in multivariate modeling. In this research, the two groups of 'born in Australia' 
or 'born outside Australia' is the only possible breakdown, and is hardly a useful 
measure to determine variability by cultural or linguistic background. This is also true 
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in addressing the experiences of Australia's Indigenous peoples. At the last Australian 
Census, the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander populations made up two per cent of 
the total Australian population (ABS, 1998c ). It is unlikely that the NLC has two per 
cent of Indigenous peoples represented, but that proportion would amount to about 45 
people of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander background in the NLC sample. The 
equivalent number in the PS99 sample would be ten. These examples highlight some 
lack of variability in the data. 
The second limitation is with regard to the lack of representation of people who have 
become new parents. It has been discussed that respondents who had experienced the 
birth of their first child between the first wave of NLC and the collection of PS99 
responses, would not be represented. Given this, there are relatively small numbers of 
people with infant children in their household, as the collection is only based on people 
who already had children in their household, or who acknowledged they were pregnant 
at the time of NLC data collection. Also, people who become new parents by moving 
into households with children present are not captured unless they lived with other 
children when interviewed for NLC. However, given the sample size of PS99, the 
ability to identify all new parents would not have added much information. 
The final caution is related to the generalisability of the sample. While the sample is 
generally representative, PS99 respondents do tend to be more highly educated and 
slightly older than the NLC sample. 
Although it would be ideal to be able to cover these areas, instead the limitations should 
be taken into account. Other researchers in Australia are investigating cross cultural 
differences and similarities in parenting beliefs, values and behaviours, as part of the 
international Parenting-21 project (AIFS 2000b:20). That study includes Torres Strait 
Islander families. 
In interpreting this research, these limitations are acknowledged and addressed. 
3.4 SUMMARY OF DATA SOURCES 
The combination of the three types of data provides a wide view of parents' experiences 
in Australia. The following chapter uses ABS and NLC data to provide an overview of 
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the level of parenting in Australia. Subsequent chapters will focus on the experiences of 
parents as compared to non-parents in the labour market and at home using NLC data, 
and the behaviours of parents will be explored using PS99. The direction of these 
analyses will be informed by the theories put forward in Chapter two, and will describe 
the roles of, and barriers to, parenting in Australia. 
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Biological and social reproduction 
-4-
Reproduction is not simply the act of having a child. That definition is limited by 
biological constraints. Reproduction also takes the form of childrearing, a social act. 
This is commonly referred to as social reproduction, and can be provided by biological 
or social parents. This chapter measures both biological and social aspects to determine 
the level of parenting in Australia. 
Measuring biological reproduction is the most prominent in this analysis. This is due to 
biological reproduction also being the most common way of becoming a parent. 
Fertility rates and the number of children ever born are discussed for women using 
population-level data, and for men using NLC data. This is followed by the analysis of 
household types in the population and co-residential parenting. 
4.1 BIOLOGICAL REPRODUCTION 
The level of parenting in the population may be measured in a variety of ways. One 
broad definition is whether a person has biologically reproduced a child; that is, whether 
they have given birth to, or fathered, a child. This definition is limited in that it gives no 
recognition to the social reproduction of the child. However, it serves as a good 
descriptive measure of the level of parental status in a population. That is, people who 
biologically reproduce children have the potential to care for these children. For this 
purpose this section examines population-level fertility indicators, after having 
described the potential data sources available for such analysis. 
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4.1.1 Data sources and their limitations 
In Australia it is compulsory to register still-births and live births with the Registrar of 
Births, Deaths and Marriages in the state or territory of birth. The legislation is 
determined by the relevant state or territory. Registrars are required to provide birth 
statistics to the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), which compiles the information 
on birth registration. The National Perinatal Statistics Unit of the Australian Institute of 
Health and Welfare (AIHW) also provides information on births based on the 
Midwives' Collection, which is a collection of live births. There is some discrepancy 
between the figures collected by these two methods, and the ABS observes that birth 
registration suffers from under-coverage, but notes it is difficult to measure (ABS, 
1998b:89). However, birth registration also provides some information on paternity, 
including acknowledgement of paternity, age and employment status of the father. For 
this reason, birth registration is used to describe men's fertility. 
The ABS also compiles information on the number of children ever born to women. 
This information is based on a question asked at every second Census of Population and 
Housing, and was last asked in 1996. The results include information on all women 
resident in Australia on census night. However, this measure includes women who have 
migrated after their childbearing, and does not include women who have emigrated or 
women who have died since giving birth. This census question is not asked of men. 
Fertility information for men is calculated through birth registration, the only official 
data source that can be used for this purpose. If a birth does not have paternity 
registered, the information is missing from the calculation of men's fertility. As 100 per 
cent coverage of paternity information at birth registration is unlikely, this is a fairly 
poor way to collect men's fertility information. Of the 249,616 births registered in 1998, 
9,225 (3.7 per cent) did not have paternity acknowledged. Unfortunately, it is the only 
population-based assessment of paternity available. 
Although in most cases paternity is registered, there remains a paucity of information on 
men's reproductive rates. No account can be made of men's completed fertility from 
information collected in census data. Similarly, no account of current fertility rates can 
be made from midwives' data. In fact, it is very difficult to make a good estimate of 
men's reproduction from official data sources. Other than the collection of 
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acknowledged paternity in birth registration data, there have been few other collections 
of men's fertility information. One source of information is the collection of men's 
fertility reports from nationally-representative samples. The NLC longitudinal survey is 
one source of this information. 
Although retrospective fertility histories (as collected in the first round of NLC) are a 
useful addition to the data available on men's fertility, findings from other countries 
suggest reservation in using such data (Juby and LeBourdais, 1999; Rendall et al., 
1999). It is suggested that there are two main issues in men's fertility reporting which 
may affect data accuracy. These are underrepresentation and underreporting of fertility 
in previous marriages, and non-reporting for nonmarital fertility (Rendall et al., 1999). 
Rendall et al. (1999) propose two options to address these data-collection issues: (1). 
collecting fertility data regularly with panel surveys so that cohabitation fertility is 
captured before there is a union dissolution; and, (2). using methods which overcome 
non-reporting for nonmarital fertility. 
Other researchers working in the area of male reproduction have also expressed 
frustration with the situation of accounting for male fertility. Writing for a workshop on 
Improving Data on Male Fertility and Family Formation, Driscoll et al. note: 
To date, we have no institutionalized mechanism for collecting data on male fertility 
and sexual behavior. Yet, having indicator data to describe patterns and monitor trends 
among males would be useful for both policy and research purposes. 
(Driscoll et al., 1998) 
These comments based on the data collection of male fertility in the US are valid in the 
Australian context. One of the suggestions, that of using longitudinal data to capture 
information on men's experiences is being addressed in the collection of NLC data. 
However this collection is still in a relatively early phase, with first wave data collected 
in 1997. 
Given this state of affairs, the following analysis looks at biological reproduction for 
women in Australia, and provides the equivalent information for men where possible, 
given the information available. Population-based data will be used for the bulk of the 
analysis, but the section will conclude with an examination of completed fertility for 
men and women using NLC data. 
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4.1.2 Patterns of childbearing over the 20th century 
The pattern of childbearing changed over the 20th century. A large proportion of the 
cohorts of women born at the beginning of the century remained childless over their 
lifetime-approximately the same number who are projected to remain childless in 
current childbearing cohorts (Merlo and Rowland, 2000). Also evident in cohort fertility 
measures are the differences in the distribution of children ever born, with older cohorts 
having a wider distribution in the number of children ever born in comparison to 
younger cohorts. There has also been a great deal of variation in period fertility rates, 
which have gradually declined since the 1920s, albeit with an extended, but ultimately 
temporary 'boom' between the mid 1940s and the early 1970s. 
Changes in fertility rates 
At the beginning of the 20th century the newly formed Australian federal government 
was concerned about the fertility decline. In 1900 the crude birth rate1 of married 
women had dropped to 27.3 per 1000-a decrease from 42.6 per 1000 in 1860 
(Quiggin, 1988:20). This concern in New South Wales led to a Royal Commission on 
the decline of the birth rate. The report was released in 1904. 
At that time fertility was closely related to marriage, but it was found that the decline in 
the birth rate was not due to a reduction in the proportion of women married. Instead the 
commission found that it was due to four factors: 
1. postponement of marriage. Between 1881-1900 the marriage age increased from 
22.64 to 23.95; 
2. decline in fecundity. There was an increase in the level of women remaining 
childless between 1861 and 1897; 
3. cessation of fertility at an earlier age; and, 
4. decline infertility at all ages. 
(RCDBR 1904:5-12) 
The fertility rate continued its downward trend, increasing in a small baby boom 
following World War I (WWI), with the crude birth rate reaching 23.7 per 1000 for 
1 Combined crude birth rate of all the colonies which were joined at Federation in 1901. 
' 63 
marital confinements in 1920-22 (Ruzicka and Caldwell, 1977:103), or a total fertility 
rate (TFR) of 3.1 (ABS, 1998b: 16). 
As illustrated in Figure 4.1, the TFR declined from 3.1 in 1921 to replacement level 
(2.1) in 1934. However this decline did turn around. An increase in the birth rate was 
apparent by the end of World War II (WWII) with the TFR returning to 3.0 by 1946, 
and continuing to increase until 1961. Unlike the baby boom witnessed following WWI, 
this boom was much larger in terms of the level of the increase in fertility, and the 
increase lasted for a much longer period. Ruzicka and Caldwell (1977) report that this 
increase was mainly due to two factors: (1) a marriage boom in the 1950s, (see 
McDonald, 1974); and, (2) women having children at younger ages. From 1946 to 1962 
women in Australia were having more children than at any other time in the 20th 
century. 
Figure 4.1: Total fertility rates, Australia 1921-1998 (with replacement fertility 
line). 
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Figure 4.2 illustrates the point made by Ruzicka and Caldwell (1977) that women were 
having children at younger ages. Between 1946 and 1962 there was an increase in the 
age-specific fertility rate (ASFR) of young women, particularly of women aged 20-24 
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and 25-29, but also of women aged 15-19. For the only time in that century, the birth 
rate for women aged 20-24 was higher than for those aged 25-29, even though the 
latter age group had substantially increased its fertility rate. 
Following a decrease in the early 1960s, the TFR continued the downward trend from 
the early 1970s (Figure 4.1). In fact, it fell from 2.9 in 1971 to replacement level in 
1976. It is evident from Figure 4.2 that this is partly due to a reduction in fertility at 
younger ages, particularly births to teenagers and women aged 20-24. McDonald wrote 
that this was due to delaying childbearing (McDonald, 1983). 
Figure 4.2: Age-specific fertility rates, Australia 1921-1998. 
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Since the mid-80s, the fertility rate of women aged 20-24 has continued to decline, 
while childbearing at ages 30-34 has continued to increase, albeit at a slower rate. 
Similarly, women aged 35-39 show increasing levels of fertility, but the overall level is 
lower. The figures are suggestive of delayed childbearing. 
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Changes in level of children ever born 
Although the TFR provides information on the fertility level of a population at a given 
time, an examination of completed cohort fertility may provide more detailed 
information for the purpose of examining parenting and the extent of delayed 
childbearing. The distribution of children ever born tells us how many women in each 
cohort potentially provided social parenting tasks. 
Women born in 1905 were predominantly having their children between 1925 and 
1945, and had a median age of 28 at childbirth (Figure 4.3). One in five women in this 
cohort remained childless over her lifetime. The average issue1 for women in this cohort 
is 2.3 children per woman. It is noticeable that there is a wide distribution in the number 
of children ever born to women in this cohort, with 18 per cent having one child, 24 per 
cent having two children, 17 per cent having three children, and 21 per cent having four 
or more children. These figures (Appendix Table 4.3) show that 80 per cent of women 
in this cohort had the possibility of providing a social parent role to their biological 
children. 
In comparison, women born in 1935 have the highest completed fertility of any cohort 
born in the 20th century. Average issue for this cohort is three births per woman, with a 
median age of 26 years at childbirth. Only nine per cent of this cohort remained 
childless over their lifetime, with a further eight per cent having one child only 
(Appendix Table 4.3). The combined proportion of this low completed fertility (16 per 
cent) is less than that for women in the 1905 cohort who had no children. The converse 
of this is that there is a larger proportion of women who had higher-order births in this 
cohort-26 per cent had two children and the same proportion had three children, while 
32 per cent had four or more children. This combination of a low proportion having low 
fertility and a high proportion with higher-order births means that completed fertility is 
much higher for this cohort. Completed fertility for this cohort is reflected by the post-
WWII baby boom. 
1 The term 'average issue' is a demographic term and is used in data published by the ABS. It is the 
average number of live-born children based on birth-registration data. The ABS uses 'average number' 
when calculated the average number of children based on census data. 
66 
Figure 4.3: Number of children ever born and average issue for birth cohorts, 
Australia 1905-1965. 
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Figure 4.3 shows the patterns described above for each cohort of women born from 
1905 to 1960. Following the cohorts which contributed to the baby boom, women born 
around the middle of the century have a noticeably different pattern from the early 
cohorts. Although the proportion who remain childless is greater for women born in 
1955 than for those born in the 1930s, it is still less than the level recorded by women 
born early in the century. The other main difference in completed fertility is the number 
of children ever born. Women born in 1955 were much more likely to have fewer 
higher-order births, with only 13 per cent having four or more births, and a large 
proportion of smaller family sizes is evident. Many (39 per cent) of women in this 
cohort had two births. 
The pattern of average issue in Figure 4.3 reflects the childbearing patterns of cohorts. 
Cohorts with high levels of childlessness and lower-order births have lower average 
issue compared with cohorts with low levels of childlessness and wider distribution of 
children ever born. Average issue is a proxy measure of family size. Women born 
between 1930 and 1945 have higher completed fertility levels, and fewer are childless, 
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that is, more of them are mothers, and they have more children than other cohorts. In 
comparison more women born between 1950 and 1960 have completed (or are close to 
completing) their childbearing with no children, or fewer children. This suggests that 
completed family size (as represented by average issue) is smaller. However, it is 
difficult to determine what completed family size will be like for later cohorts because 
they have not completed their childbearing years. 
4.1.3 Measuring men's paternity 
The previous discussion centred on the fertility of Australian women over the 20th 
century. These vital statistics are able to give us a good description of changes in 
women's reproductive experiences, but they tell us little about men's fertility (or 
paternity1). As noted previously, men have never been asked their completed fertility in 
the census. Birth registration data are limited as men's information is under-reported. In 
1998, 9,225 births (out of 249,616) were registered as paternity-not-acknowledged. The 
total paternity rate for men is 1.67. 
So, what do we know from the estimates of men's fertility? The ABS (with some minor 
reservations) suggests that the median age of parenting for men is increasing. In 1978 
the median age of fathers was 29 years. This increased to 32 years by 1998. Increases 
are also evident for women's age at childbirth. Women's median age at childbirth was 
25 years in 1971 (this was the lowest recorded in the 20th century), and has increased 
since then to a median age of 29 years in 1998 (ABS, 1998b:23-24). Further, as shown 
in Figure 4.4, the peak age at birth for unmarried fathers (paternity-acknowledged) is 
23-28 years, while for married fathers it is 30-34 years (ABS, 1998b:26). Overall, 
women become mothers earlier than men become fathers. 
It is also evident that paternity is least likely to be acknowledged where the mothers are 
young. Of births to women aged fifteen and under, 51 per cent of all births were 
paternity-not-acknowledged (211 of 417 births). At age 20 this proportion is eleven per 
cent (651 of 5,669 births), while the proportion falls to one and a half per cent (256 of 
17,501 births) of births to women aged 30 (ABS, 1998b:27). 
1 By ABS definition, paternity is referred to in two ways, 'paternity-acknowledged' is where the birth is 
nuptial or an ex-nuptial birth is registered with a father's name, and 'paternity-not-acknowledged', where 
an ex-nuptial birth is registered without a father's name. 
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Figure 4.4: Age-specific fertility rates for women and men, Australia 1998. 
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A number of questions remain unanswered from this overview of published data on 
men's fertility. These questions include: 
1. How many men remain childless? 
2. At what age do men enter parenthood? 
3. Has the fertility of men changed over time-how do older cohorts compare to 
younger cohorts on median age of entering parenthood and number of children 
ever born? 
Attempts can be made at providing this information from survey data. Although not a 
population-level analysis of men's fertility, the use of the NLC data is a step forward in 
understanding men's completed fertility experience in Australia. 
Using survey data to illustrate men's fertility 
This section presents an examination of the fertility experiences of men who are 
represented in the NLC survey. For the purpose of these analyses, men's experience 
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will be compared with women's experience in order to highlight how men's fertility 
differs, if at all, from women's. 
Men have a pattern of later biological reproduction than women. This was suggested by 
the 1998 ASFR data (ABS, 1998b ), and is evident when examining the NLC data. At 
each age, men are less likely to have had a child than women. Figure 4.5 shows that at 
age 25-29, 70 per cent of men had not had a child in 1997, compared with around 52 
per cent of women (Appendix Table 4.5). This gap does narrow at later ages, but at age 
40-44 men are still less likely to have had a child, with fifteen per cent having no 
children as compared to ten per cent of women. This suggests that men have children at 
later ages than women and fewer ever have a child. 
Figure 4.5: Children ever born (CEB) for men by age group, 1997. 
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This later pattern reflects that, on average, men enter parenthood at a later age than 
women. The median age at first birth calculated from NLC data is 27 years for men and 
24 years for women. However, these figures, like ABS data on median age at birth, is 
based only on people who have become parents (Table 4.1 ). 
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The difficulty with this analysis is that it is a cross-sectional examination of children 
ever born; not all respondents have reached the same age, or had a child. In order to 
compare experiences of age cohorts, survival analysis is used to estimate the proportion 
of respondents in each cohort who have had a first birth at each age~ This technique 
gives a better description of the changes between cohorts. 
Table 4.1: Descriptive statistics-age at first birth for women and men, 1997. 
Sex Mean Median S.D. Minimum Maximum 
Female 24.9 24 4.8 14 43 
Male 27.6 27 5.0 16 43 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Applied here, survival analysis examines the survival time to first birth; that is, the 
length of time (measured by age) to first birth. It shows for each age cohort the 
probability of having a first birth at each age, and hence determines the proportion who 
remain childless at the end of each age interval. In this case, the dependent variable is 
age at first birth or current age, the censored cases are those who have not had a birth, 
and the terminal event is having a first birth. The Wilcoxon (Gehan) x2 statistic is used 
to determine whether there is a statistically significant difference between the survival 
rates of each cohort. 
Results show that each cohort of men is progressing to parenthood at a slower rate than 
previous cohorts (Figure 4.6). Men aged 50-54 years' are the cohort closest to 
completing their fertility, given that the ASFR is 4.9 for men aged 55-59 and 2.7 for 
men aged 60+ (Appendix Table 4.4). However, Figure 4.6 shows that there is little 
difference between cohorts ii: the proportion of men remaining childless or having a 
first child at older ages. Based on the NLC sample, at age 19 a large proportion of men 
(98 per cent) have not yet had a first child (for the oldest cohort presented); however . 
this proportion is 69 per cent at age 24, and drops to 32 per cent by age 29. This 
indicates that for men aged 50-54, 68 per cent of men had a first child by their thirtieth 
birthday. By their 35th birthday, this proportion was over 80 per cent. The median age 
at first child for this cohort of men is 28 years. 
1 The survey interviewed respondents aged 18-54. However this cohort does have three men and five 
women aged 55 due to the random allocation of birthday date (day in month). 
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In fact, there is a striking distinction between cohorts in respect of the age at which men 
have a first child. Men aged 40-44 years in 1997 have a slower rate of having a first 
child than do men in the 50-54 cohort. The median age at the birth of the first child for 
these cohorts is 30 and 28 years respectively. About 98 per cent of men in the 40-44 
year age group, like the 50-54 age group, had not had a first child by age nineteen. By 
age 24 this had only fallen to 84 per cent, which was higher than the proportion realised 
by the 50 and over age group. Almost one third of men in the 40-44 age group had not 
had a first child by the time they turned 35, a figure well above the 18 per cent found for 
the oldest cohort at that age. At the final period measured (age 44), 19 per cent had not 
had a first child. This proportion is well above the level of fatherhood experienced by 
the older cohort. 
Figure 4.6: Survival analysis. Cumulative proportion-birth of first child at each 
age for men by age group, 1997. 
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The youngest cohort to be examined was aged 30-34 in 1997. The speed at which men 
have become parents is slower again than that exhibited by the 40-44 age group. The 
median age at first birth is 33 years, three years later than the previous cohort examined. 
At age 24 only 11 per cent of this group had had a child, and at the last period measured 
(age 34), 40 per cent remained childless. 
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It is not yet known whether the later cohorts will eventually reach the proportion of 
those who had children in the older age groups. Discrepancies in levels of fatherhood 
among successive cohorts may simply be a function of delayed fertility, and by the time 
younger cohorts reach older ages, similar proportions of childless men may be evident 
in each cohort. However, given the pattern that is evident in the survival curves, there 
does not appear to be much progression to first birth after age 45, let alone between 
ages 40 and 44. As these survival estimates are based on a national random survey it 
can be assumed that these estimates approximate those characteristics of all Australian 
men. This suggests that there will be many men remaining childless and that these 
proportions are larger than for women in similar age cohorts. 
The pattern of surviving to first child at later ages among younger cohorts of men is also 
evident for women (Figure 4.7). However, the difference between cohorts is not as great 
for women as it is for men. Women in the two oldest cohorts under investigation have 
very similar patterns of survival to first birth. Just under half of all women in both 
cohorts had experienced their first birth before their 25th birthday. The proportion who 
had experienced a first birth by that age in the next two cohorts is about 35 per cent. 
The percentage of women remaining childless to age 45 years is ten, nine and fourteen 
per cent for the cohorts 50-54, 45-49 and 40-44 respectively. 
Figure 4. 7: Survival analysis. Cumulative proportion-birth of first child at each 
age for women by age group, 1997. 
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A statistically significant difference in the timing of the first birth is found between 
cohorts of women. Median age at first birth for the 50-54 cohort is 25 years, while it is 
27 for the 40-44 age group, and 28 for the 30-34 age group (Appendix Table 4.6). Like 
men, younger cohorts of women are becoming parents at older ages, but the difference 
between cohorts is not as dramatic as it is for men. Further, the proportion remaining 
childless is less for women than for men, and this is true for each cohort. 
Although these results are a positive step in understanding male fertility, calculations of 
children ever born and the proportion having a first child should be regarded with some 
caution. As mentioned, other researchers have found that men's responses to questions 
about fertility can be unreliable, underrepresented, or underreported (Greene and 
Biddlecom, 2000; Rendall et al., 1999). 
4.2 LIVING WITH CHILDREN-CO-RESIDENTIAL PARENTING 
The previous section provided an outline of biological reproduction for men and 
women. However, measures of fertility shed little light on who is caring for these 
children-that is, who is providing social reproduction. As indicated in Chapter two, 
this section measures co-residential parenting (or social parenting) to include the 
important childrearing contributions made by step-parents, adoptive or foster parents, 
and those who live in a household with a partner and his or her child. 
Official statistics provide a breakdown of families by parent status and dependant 
status-that is, whether it is a couple family, a one parent family, or another family 
type, and whether dependants 1 are present in the household. However, there is generally 
no demarcation by biological status of the parents. 
The majority of children live with parents, and live in couple family households. On 
census night 1996, 94 per cent of children aged zero to seventeen were resident in 
private dwellings with parents (ABS, 1999b:21)2. In 1997, the number of children (aged 
under 18) living with parents was 4.6 million. The majority (3.77 million) of these 
1 By ABS definition dependants are children aged less than 15 years, or children aged 15-19 who are 
attending school or 15-24 attending a tertiary institution fulltime. 
2 A small proportion lived in non-private dwellings (1.3 per cent) while the remaining were visitors (1.9 
per cent), not living with parents (1.1 per cent), or not elsewhere classified (1.3 per cent) (ABS, 1999b). 
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children lived in households with two parents (couple families), that is, 82 per cent of 
children who live with parents. If examined by family type, 79 per cent are couple 
families, and 21 per cent are one-parent families (ABS, 1999b:22). 
At the young ages, children are most likely to live in a couple family (Table 4.2). At age 
two or younger, 85 per cent live in a couple family, with 73 per cent living in a family 
with parents in a registered marriage, and twelve per cent with parents in a de facto 
marriage. At these ages fifteen per cent lived in a one-parent family, with most living 
with a lone mother, and about half a per cent living with a lone father. 
Table 4.2: Children aged 0-11 who live with parents-distribution of living 
arrangements by family type (1997 Family Characteristics Survey). 
Child's age group 
Living arrangements 0-2 3-4 5-11 
Per cent 
Couple families 
Parents in a registered marriage 73.0 74.8 75.3 
Parents in a de facto marriage 12.3 7.9 5.5 
One-parent families 
With lone mother 14.3 16.5 17.1 
With lone father 0.4 0.9 2.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: (ABS, 1999b:22). 
Children are least likely to live in a one-parent household at very young ages. Children 
in the three to four year age group are more likely to live in a one-parent household, 
with sixteen per cent, and one per cent, living with a lone mother and a lone father . 
respectively. These figures increase to seventeen per cent and two per cent respectively 
in the five to eleven year age group. Children in these age groups are also more likely to 
have legally married parents than children. aged zero to two. Around 75 per cent of 
children live with parents in a registered marriage at ages three to four, and 75 per cent 
are living with married parents at ages five to eleven (ABS, 1999b:22). 
4.2.1 Measuring parents' living arrangements 
NLC data is used to describe family status (Table 4.3). The people surveyed in NLC are 
slightly more likely to be living with a child than is the general population. Of women 
in the age range surveyed, 38 per cent live in a couple household with children aged 
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twelve or younger, as do 36 per cent of men. Six per cent of women live as a sole parent 
with children under age thirteen, while for men the proportion is only one per cent. 
This section illustrates the familial situations of people who live with children, that is, 
families as defined by living arrangements. The description is based on a broad 
overview of proportions of families with children of a particular age. Following this 
illustration, survey data are used to provide a more detailed analysis of the living 
arrangements of biological and social parents. 
Table 4.3: Percentage distribution. Living arrangement of NLC respondents, 1997. 
Living arrangement Male Female Total 
Sole person, no children 28.4 18.9 23.1 
Sole person - children not living in HH 3.6 1.2 2.2 
Sole parent, youngest child under 5 in HH 0.2 1.8 1.1 
Sole parent, youngest child 5 to 12 in HH 0.5 3.8 2.3 
Sole parent, youngest child 13+ in HH 1.6 3.9 2.9 
Couple only, no children 12.1 11.6 11.8 
Couple - children not living in HH 4.1 5.0 4.6 
Couple, youngest under 5 in HH 18.6 20.4 19.6 
Couple, youngest child 5 to 12 in HH 17.9 17.5 17.7 
Couple, youngest child 13+ in HH 13.0 16.1 14.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: N=2231. 
Age of youngest child and family type 
An examination of NLC data shows that around 24 per cent of women and 19 per cent 
of men in the population aged 18-54, live with a child aged zero to four years. Further, 
close to 45 per cent of women and 37 per cent of men live with a child under age 
thirteen (Table 4.3). This indicates that around 40 per cent of the population at those 
ages are providing care for a pre-teenage child. 
Of parents who live with children, many have a child who has not reached school age. 
Close to forty per cent of couple families with children have a child who is aged zero to 
four years (Figure 4.8). In comparison, one parent families with children are less likely 
to have a child of pre-school age, with 31 per cent having a child under age five. 
Further, only 16 per cent of men who are single parents live with a child aged zero to 
four, compared with 33 per cent of female single parents. Although numerically most 
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families with children are couple families, the distribution of age of youngest child by 
family type suggests that particular types of family structures are less likely to have 
children of a certain age. For example, male sole parents are much less likely to care for 
young children than they are to care for children aged 15-24. 
Figure 4.8: Percentage distribution. Age of youngest child by family type, 1999. 
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One quarter of couple families with children have a youngest child aged five to nine. 
For female-headed single households, this proportion is 28 per cent, while the 
proportion for male-headed single households is much less at 20 per cent. 
Many people live with children in one form of family setting or another. This overview 
shows that although most parents live in a couple setting with children. It does not give 
any indication of their biological or social relationship to the child. The following 
examination illustrates co-residential parenting, and describes the relationship between 
adults and children in the household. 
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Co-residential parenting: biological, step, foster and other social parents 
Many people provide for the social reproduction of children. In Australia, there are 
many types of family forms and familial relationships. Many people and organisations 
provide physical, emotional and financial care for children. However, this examination 
is limited to people who live with children, and identifies their relationship with the 
child as biological, partner's child, adopted or fostered. It does not cover some 
residential arrangements and it is acknowledged that some care arrangements provided 
by siblings, grandparents, or other relations may be excluded from this discussion. It has 
been found that these people are important in children's lives and upbringing (Edgar 
and Ochiltree, 1982) but this is not necessarily provided through co-residential status. 
There are few examples of relatives providing co-residential care in the NLC data. 
Most parents who live with children live with biological offspring. About 87 per cent 
live with biological children only, three per cent live with children they are not 
biologically related to, and ten per cent live with both biological and non-biological 
children (Table 4.4). There is little difference between men and women in their 
biological relationship to co-resident children. 
Table 4.4: Percentage distribution. Biological status of parents to co-resident 
children, 1997. 
Parental status to resident children 
Biological parent to child 
Social parent to child 
Biological and social parent 
Total 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: N=1489. 
Male 
89.4 
2.5 
8.1 
100.0 
Female 
86.0 
2.9 
11.1 
100.0 
Total 
87.4 
2.8 
9.9 
100.0 
Of biological parents, 71 per cent live with their partner and their own child (Appendix 
Table 4.8). Fourteen per cent live with their own child and three per cent live with their 
own child and a child of their current relationship. Social parents, who make up three 
per cent of co-resident parents, have just over two per cent living with their partner's 
child, and half a per cent having an adoptive or foster child present. 
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4.3 CONCLUSION 
By bringing up the next generation, parents provide an important role to society. In 
Australia, most parents who live with their children provide care to their biological 
children. However, there is a small, but important proportion of parents whose children 
are not biologically related to them. 
This chapter has overviewed the situation of biological and social reproduction in 
Australia. For balance, and because it is not usually done, an assessment of male 
fertility was conducted together with female fertility. There are limitations to assessing 
male reproduction as there are few data sources. Also, men's reports may be inaccurate. 
Although these issues restrict the investigation of men's reproductive experiences, it 
was found that a substantial proportion of men remain childless, men have a later 
pattern of child reproduction than women, and men's median age at reproduction is 
increasing over time. However, it should be acknowledged that this may be related to 
underreporting of paternity by men. 
As suggested by Rendall (1999), longitudinal data will assist in measuring men's 
paternity, and paternity acknowledgement. In Australia, no research has been conducted 
to assess the extent that men underreport fertility of previous relationships. The use of 
future waves of the NLC survey will help in assessing men's reporting of reproduction 
in Australia. 
It was found that most children live in two-parent households, particularly at very 
young ages. This is around 85 per cent when children are aged two or younger. 
Unfortunately, longitudinal data was not available to estimate time spent by parents in 
different family forms. A recent example of this analysis was done by King (1999) 
which was based on US data. An analysis of this type would provide useful additional 
knowledge about Australian families. Again, this could be done using NLC data when it 
is available. 
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Parents' involvement in the paid labour force 
-5-
That caregiving responsibilities are a powerfal source of gender 
differentiation in employment can be seen in the comparison of persons in all 
family types with the subgroup of married parents. 
(Gornick, 1999:216) 
The previous chapters outlined theories of parenting, data sources and a demographic 
overview of parents and children in Australia. The following chapters describe what 
parents do with their children, that is, who is responsible for household and childrearing 
tasks, who plays with them, disciplines them, and takes them to school or activities. In 
comparison, this chapter focuses on the working lives of parents. The aim is to outline 
their involvement with the labour force and to investigate the workplace responsibilities 
and initiatives that impact on childrearing. 
\ 
In looking at the labour force experiences of parents, comparison is made between 
people in different lifecourse groups where possible. The purpose is to see if policies 
targeted at caregivers assist the people who need them. Further, as Gornick (1999) 
suggests, I will look in-depth at the effect that caregiving has on the differentiation of 
employment and employment experiences by gender. 
The first section of this chapter overviews trends in labour force participation, and 
introduces the current labour force, and employment situation, of men and women. This 
section uses national statistics to determine changes in the structure of the labour 
market. The second section looks at the current employment and labour force 
participation of men and women using unit-record data and highlights background 
factors related to employment. 
The third section concentrates on public and private family-friendly policies and 
workplace initiatives. Following the overview on social policy and the changes in the 
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Australian welfare state, this chapter highlights the importance of policies and 
workplace benefits that support the negotiation of work and family life. This is followed 
by an investigation into the ability of people to access workplace benefits by lifecourse 
stage and gender. Finally, a closer examination of the experiences of parents reveals 
that many fathers are in jobs that have constraints, making involvement in family life a 
challenge. 
5.1 RECENT TRENDS IN INVOLVEMENT IN PAID LABOUR IN 
AUSTRALIA 
Participation in the paid labour force changes over time. In the 20th century there was 
an increase in the participation of women, changes in the gender distribution of 
employees in many job sectors, and a recent increase in the proportion of older women 
in the labour force. This section focuses on describing the trends in labour force 
involvement that are related to parents with children. 
5.1.1 Labour force participation in the last half of the 20th century 
For the year ending 30 June 1999, women made up 43 per cent of the labour force 
(Table 5.1). This proportion is a large increase from the situation at the beginning of the 
baby-boom era when in 1947, 23 per cent of the labour force was estimated to be 
female (Young, 1990b:19). 
In terms of actual labour force participation 1, the female participation rate in 1999 was 
54 per cent, while for men it was 73 per cent (Table 5 .1 ). The labour force participation 
rate for women has been increasing over time, while for men it has been decreasing. In 
1990, Young (1990a:8-9) wrote that female labour force participation had increased 
steeply since the Second World War. This increase has continued, rising from 50 per 
cent in 1989 to 54 in 1999 (Table 5.1). In comparison, Ruzicka (1986) found that men's 
labour force participation had decreased, a trend which has also continued, albeit 
slightly, from 75 per cent in 1989 to 73 per cent in 1999 (Table 5.1). 
1 The labour force participation rate is defined as the number of persons aged 15-64 'in the labour force' 
(both employed and unemployed) divded by the total population aged 15-64. 
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The ABS (1998a:112) notes that the increase in women's labour force participation is 
due to the increased participation of married women. In 1968 the participation rate for 
married women aged 15-64 was 34 per cent; this increased to 63 per cent in 1998. For 
the same period, the participation rate for unmarried women only increased from 65 to 
67 per cent, although this is higher than married women's participation. In 1968 the 
participation of married women showed a distinct 'M-shape' when examined by age. 
The pattern represents a decline in participation at the childbearing ages. This pattern 
was not evident in 1998, with only a slight dip at the 25-34 age group1• It is suggested 
that 'changes in these participation rates have occurred along with changing patterns of 
family formation, such as the delay in childbearing and reductions in family size' (ABS 
1998a:l12). 
Table 5.1: Summary of labour force participation and employment indicators, 
1989, 1994 and 1999. 
Year 
Indicator 1989 1994 1999 
Per cent 
Females (of total labour force) 40.8 42.3 43.3 
Male LF participation rate 75.2 73.6 72.8 
Female LF participation rate 50.4 52.2 53.9 
Male P-T workers (of all male employed) 7.2 10.4 12.5 
Female P-T workers (of all female employed) 38.9 42 43.5 
Males casually employed (of all male employed) 13.1 18.1 22 
Females casually employed (of all female employed) 29.3 30.8 31.8 
Source: (ABS 2000:108). 
Although there is a relationship between family formation and labour force 
participation, Young (1990a), in examining changes in cohort behaviour, raises concern 
over the link between completed family size and labour force participation. She found 
that: 
although the decline in average completed family size is often cited as a major reason 
for women's increased labour force activity, the dramatic decrease in the average 
number of children by successive cohorts of women occurred long before their labour 
force participation increased. Moreover, female labour force participation rates have 
increased steeply during the past 40 years despite relatively little variation in completed 
family size among successive cohorts of women. 
(Young, l 990a: 19-20) 
1 This disappearance in the dip does not appear to be due to decreases in the labour force participation 
rate of 15-24 year olds. 
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5.1.2 Employment arrangements: full-time, part-time and casual 
work 
As indicated above, there has been an increasing trend toward convergence of labour 
force participation rates. In 1999 women's and men's labour force participation rates 
were closer than at any other time in the 20th century. Likewise, unmarried and married 
women's participation rates were similar. This transformation in female labour force 
participation, driven predominantly by the increased involvement of married women, 
saw married women make up 71 per cent of the increase in female labour force 
participation between 1966 and 1986 (Young, 1990b:9). This is a considerable change 
in the characteristics of those involved in the labour force; however, labour market 
participants have very different employment arrangements that are not necessarily. 
evident from the description of participation rate convergence. 
Although overall participation rates are converging for men and women, employment 
arrangements remain markedly different for men and women, and also for married and 
non-married women. Women are much more likely to be involved in part-time and 
casual work than are men 1. 
Of women working in 1999 (Table 5.1), 44 per cent were employed part-time, while for 
men this proportion was 13 per cent. Part-time work has increased by about 5 per cent 
in the last ten years-an increase that has occurred for both men and women. Casual 
employment has also increased. In 1989, 13 per cent of male workers and 29 per cent of 
female workers were employed casually. By 1999 these proportions were 22 and 32 per 
cent for men and women respectively. 
Employment arrangements: age patterns 
Overall, women are more likely than men to hold part-time and casual jobs, and this is 
true at all ages. However, age patterns in employment arrangements are evident. In 
examining the three primary types of job groups (traditional, ongoing part-time, and 
1 The definitions of part-time workers and casual employees used by the ABS are: Part-time workers-
employed persons who usually worked less than 35 hours a week; Casually employed-employees who 
were not entitled to either paid holiday leave or sick leave in their main job (ABS 2000:112-3) 
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casual jobs 1 ), it was found that there is some variation in job type by age group for men, 
while for women there is a pronounced variation by age group (Table 5.2). 
Table 5.2: Percentage distribution of employees in three major employment 
arrangement types (traditional, ongoing part-time, and casual jobs), sex by age, 
1998. 
Employment arrangement 
Ongoing 
Age Traditional jobs part-time jobs Casual jobs 
15-24 38.2 
25-34 57.9 
35-44 43.5 
45-54 50.3 
55+ 43.2 
Total 47.4 
15-24 51.2 
25-34 76.8 
35-44 81.5 
45-54 82.9 
55+ 73.2 
Total 73.5 
Source: (ABS 2000:117). 
Notes: 
Per cent 
Female 
Male 
7.8 
12.8 
22.3 
21.0 
24.6 
16.4 
3.8 
1.3 
1.5 
1.3 
2.6 
2.0 
48.4 
21.3 
25.9 
22.1 
25.6 
29.0 
35.6 
13.4 
9.2 
7.8 
15.6 
16.1 
The remaining employment arrangements are restricted tenure jobs (around five per cent for men and 
women) and jobs paid by labour hire firms (around one per cent for men and women). 
Both men and women are most likely to work in casual jobs between the ages of 15 and 
24 years. This decreases dramatically for men aged 25-34, where 13 per cent are 
employed in casual jobs and 77 per cent are employed in traditional jobs. For men, the 
largest proportion of employees in traditional jobs occurs in the 35-44 and 45-54 year 
age groups. A small proportion of men are employed in ongoing part-time jobs at any 
age. 
The pattern by age is very different for women. The age group at which women are 
most likely to be involved in a traditional job is 25-34. At this age almost 60 per cent of 
1 These definitions vary slightly from the previous categories used. The definitions of traditional 
employees and ongoing part-time workers in this ABS survey are: Traditional employees-employees 
who have ongoing full-time employment, do not receive their remuneration through a labour hire firm, 
and have both paid sick and holiday leave; Ongoing part-time employees-those employed under the 
conditions of a traditional employee, but on a part-time basis; Casual employee-those who do not have 
both paid sick and holiday leave and who also identified themselves as being employed as a casual (ABS, 
2000: 112-3) 
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women are employed in such an employment arrangement. However, there are still 
moderate proportions holding ongoing part-time (13 per cent) and casual (21 per cent) 
jobs. For women aged 35-44 years, these proportions have increased to 22 and 26 per 
cent for ongoing part-time and casual jobs respectively. Forty-three per cent have a 
traditional job in this age group. At all ages women are much more likely to be 
employed in ongoing part-time jobs than men. It is understood that these differences 
between men and women are a sign of 'the traditional caring roles women have for 
children and other family members' (ABS 2000:117). 
Labour force participation and employment arrangements of parents with young 
children 
It has been suggested that these patterns of employment arrangements are 'a reflection 
of the situation that many women with family responsibilities prefer part-time work, 
and that women still carry the major burden of housework in the family' (Young, 
1990b:9). These ideas are reaffirmed by Hartley (1991), who found that young men 
expected an uninterrupted work pattern, while young women expected to spend time in 
part-time positions to balance work and family life. 
Yeandle (1984:50-51), in outlining the dominant pattern of women's employment 
careers, found three stages which reflect the pattern of casual and part-time work 
discussed above. These are: (1) employment patterns before birth of the first child; (2) 
leaving the labour market to raise children; and (3) returning to the labour force. She 
suggests that the majority of women are involved in full-time employment following 
schooling, but leave the labour force at the birth of the first child (for a sometimes short, 
and sometimes longer period). This is usually followed by a return to the labour force, 
often as a part-time employee for a significant period. 
This pattern of women's employment careers is evident m Australia. Women's 
involvement in traditional jobs decreases between the age groups 25-34 and 35-44, and 
part-time and casual employment increases. 
Although women in the childrearing ages are less likely to have a traditional job, trends 
suggest that women with young children are increasingly involved in the paid labour 
market. In 1999, 47 per cent of women with children aged zero to four years 
participated in the labour force (ABS 2000:108). This figure, compared with the 
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participation rate m 1989 (44 per cent), indicates an increase in labour force 
participation of mothers with young children. However, it should be noted that the 
labour force involvement of women with below-school-age children has been 
fluctuating above 47 per cent since 1995 when it peaked at 49 per cent. 
Women who have young children (aged zero to four) in their household are least likely 
to be involved in the paid labour force. As displayed at Figure 5.1, those most likely to 
participate in the labour force are men who are in a couple relationship. Among these 
men there is little difference in the participation rates by the age of the youngest child-
they are all around 93 per cent. 
Figure 5.1: Labour force participation of parents by sex, relationship status and 
age of youngest child, 1999. 
Sole parent - mothers 
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Even though there are relatively few sole-parent fathers (see Appendix Table 5.1)-
particularly with children in the youngest age group-their participation rates are 
differentiated by the age of the youngest child. Least likely to be involved are sole-
parent fathers whose youngest child is zero to four years (53 per cent), followed by 
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those whose youngest child is five to nine years (62 per cent) and those whose youngest 
child is ten to fourteen years (73 per cent). 
For women, the difference in participation rates by age of youngest child is even more 
pronounced. Women have low participation rates when their youngest child is not of 
school age. Almost half of the women in couple relationships (49 per cent) participate 
in the labour force when their child is zero to four years. This proportion increases to 70 
per cent when the youngest child is aged five to nine years. For female sole parents, the 
corresponding proportions are 36 and 62 per cent when children are aged zero to four 
and five to nine, respectively. 
There is little difference in the proportion of women involved in the labour force when 
their youngest child is aged five to nine, as compared with those whose youngest child 
is aged ten to fourteen. This is true for both women in live-in relationships and sole-
parent mothers. 
Another way of examining the relationship between age of youngest child and 
participation in the workforce, is by examining age of youngest child by single years of 
age. McDonald (1999) who compared the employment rate of women by single age of 
youngest child found that of women whose youngest child was aged zero, around 25 per 
cent were employed over the period in 1996. For women who had a child aged one to 
two years, this percentage was over 50 per cent. He further suggests that employment 
rates of mother again rise when the child is aged three to four (McDonald, 2001). This 
indicates that women's participation increases again when the child is close to school 
age. 
As indicated by examination of part- and full-time work by age, there are also 
differences in employment arrangements over the lifecourse. That investigation found 
that women in the peak childbearing ages were more likely to have part-time and casual 
employment. When age of youngest child and involvement in full-time work are 
considered, it is evident that women make workforce transitions at times other than 
simply the child's movement into school years. 
Figure 5.2 shows the proportion employed full-time by age of youngest child for men 
and women in one- and two-parent families. Like the pattern of labour force 
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participation, the proportion of men in couple relationships employed full-time does not 
vary by age of youngest child. For sole-parent fathers, the proportion who work full-
time when their youngest child is aged zero to four is much lower than when the 
youngest child is aged five to nine. There is also a smaller, but notable, difference 
between sole-parent fathers with the youngest child aged five to nine and sole-parent 
fathers with the youngest child aged ten to fourteen. 
Figure 5.2: Per cent of parents employed full-time by sex, relationship status and 
age of youngest child, 1999. 
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Like sole-parent fathers, mothers are more likely to work full-time as their youngest 
child becomes of school age. This occurs for women in one- and two-parent families. 
However, in comparison to the transformation that occurs for labour force participation, 
the difference for full-time employment status is not as striking. Women whose 
youngest child has reached school age have much higher labour force participation than 
women whose youngest child is aged zero to four, whereas when observing movement 
to full-time employment, the difference occurs later. 
Of particular note in exploring the variation in full-time employment by age of youngest 
child is that the age of the child has a pronounced impact on women's full-time work 
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status. While there was no real difference in labour force participation for mothers with 
children aged five to nine and ten to fourteen, there is a difference in full-time 
employment. For mothers in a couple relationship, the proportion working full-time is 
42 per cent when there is a child aged five to nine, and 47 per cent when there is a child 
aged ten to fourteen. For sole-parent mothers, these proportions are 40 per cent and 48 
per cent respectively. It is evident from the rates reported for sole-parent mothers that 
the age of the youngest child is even more salient to their full-time work status. 
5.1.3 Both parents in the workforce: recent trends and the current 
proportion of dual-earner households 
For couple families, there was an increase in the proportion of dual-earner households 
during the 1980s (Figure 5.3). In 1984, around 42 per cent of couple families with 
dependants had both the husband and the wife employed. The following five years saw 
a rapid increase in this proportion to almost 54 per cent in 1989. The most recent figures 
suggest that in 1999 around 57 per cent of couple families with dependants were dual-
earner households (see Appendix Table 5.3). Russell and Bowman (2000:14) state, 
'When statistics for the participation of couple families in the workforce are examined it 
is clear that the traditional family model of one working partner is fast vanishing', but a 
closer examination of the evidence shows that there has been little change in the 1990s. 
Figure 5.3 shows that the increase of dual-earner couples which occurred prior to 1990 
is evident regardless of the age of the youngest child. In fact, the largest percentage 
increase occurred for couple families with a child aged under five years. In 1984, 29 per 
cent of couple families with a child aged zero to four had both parents in the labour 
force. In 1999, this proportion was 44 per cent-an increase of almost 15 percentage 
points. While this proportion of couple families with children of pre-school age had two 
parents working, it should be remembered that most women do not work full-time when 
there is a child of that age present in the household. 
Couples with children are more likely to both work when their youngest child is of 
school age, and this proportion has also been increasing over time. For couple families 
with a youngest child aged five to nine, 51 per cent had both parents working in 1984, 
which increased to 63 per cent in 1999. These proportions were 54 per cen,t and 68 per 
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cent for families with a youngest child aged ten to fourteen, in 1984 and 1999 
respectively. The larger proportions of dual-earner households by age of youngest child 
evident in 1999 reflect women's increased labour force participation as their young 
children reach school age. 
Figure 5.3: Proportion of dual-earner households of couples with dependants by 
age of youngest child, 1984-1999. 
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5.1.4 Inherent problems of part-time and casual employment 
The preceding discussion highlighted that when women have young children, many are 
employed part-time or casually. Although the availability of part-time work may be a 
useful means of supporting caregivers the opportunity to work and care for young 
children, part-time and casual work schemes can be problematic. One particular issue 
that has been identified-mainly for casual work-is that this type of employment often 
has few workplace incentives, workplace benefits, and opportunities for career 
advancement (Smith and Ewer, 1999). 
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The Department of Employment, Workplace Relations and Small Business (DEWRSB) 
has compiled a portfolio of work practices aimed at balancing work and personal life1• 
It lists flexible hours, regular part-time work, job-sharing, home-based work, flexible 
leave arrangements, career break schemes, and childcare and elder care prov1s10ns 
(DEWRSB 1999a). The description ofregular part-time work suggests: 
Regular part-time work allows employees to reduce their working hours in order to take 
care of family or other responsibilities, while maintaining an income. It is particularly 
useful for employees returning from parental leave. Employees working on a regular 
part-time basis have continuity of employment, and generally accrue other entitlements 
on a pro rata basis. (emphasis added) 
(DEWRSB 1999a) 
This account of regular part-time work (comparable with the ABS definition of ongoing 
part-time work), allows for the maintenance of employment entitlements which are 
available in permanent employment, and can be distinguished from casual employment. 
Casually employed staff are not usually eligible for employment entitlements and, 
instead, receive a salary loading2 (DEWRSB 1999b). 
In terms of employment entitlements, employees who have regular part-time work are 
eligible for benefits which are advantageous in terms of balancing work and family life. 
These include paid sick and holiday leave, and may include parental leave. In 
comparison, while provisions are made via salary loadings, casual employees have less 
access to the benefits available than do regular part-time workers. 
In investigating the situation of female casual workers, Smith and Ewer (1999), find 
that casual employees have shorter job tenure, more limited access to employment 
benefits, and lower and more volatile earnings (despite casual salary loadings). Among 
their concerns, they list particular problems regarding access to family-friendly benefits 
such as parental and personal carer's leave. Further, they flag the difficulties present 
due to insecure and uncertain working hours: 'Casual workers often have rosters that 
1 It should be noted that this government department is also responsible for overseeing workplace 
bargaining, an initiative which at times is in direct conflict with the ideology of family-friendly 
workplaces. 
2 A recent test case on the right of casual staff to parental leave was taken by the Australian Council of 
Trade Unions to the Industrial Relations Commission in Melbourne. The federal award provisions will 
provide casual staff up to twelve months unpaid parental leave if they have been continuously employed 
for twelve months. 
91 
change regularly, rendering the planning of family life difficult' (Smith and Ewer, 
1999:30). If women use such employment to negotiate work and family life, these 
arrangements may be less than suitable for many working mothers. 
Although the increase in women's labour force participation is positive for women's 
status, there is also concern about women's power (or lack of) in casual and part-time 
positions. As well as having a low level of access to employment provisions, casual and 
part-time positions often require less skill and do not have high status, both of which are 
qualities that can limit negotiation and advancement in the workplace. Glezer and 
Wolcott, in summarising investigations into part-time work, found that even when 
women were in management positions they had problems with part-time work: 
' ... women in management or with management career aspirations knew they had to 
pursue full-time employment to achieve their promotion goals' (2000:44). 
These findings are of concern for women who want to fulfil career aspirations whilst 
maintaining a family. Starrels (1992), in outlining the barriers to use and support of 
progressive family policies in the workplace, found that corporate support is essential to 
reduce work-family tension. She suggests that workplaces are inflexible in recognising 
alternate career trajectories, and that managers have many biases concerning career 
tracks. 
Included in the list of biases managers hold are: measuring career dedication by the 
amount of time spent at work; viewing careers as a straight, uninterrupted, vertical path 
through the hierarchy; regarding parents who reduce their work hours to take care of 
children, as essentially "on vacation" (Starrels, 1992:262). These attitudes can subvert 
macro corporate policies aimed at work-family connections. Given these viewpoints, it 
is of concern that the methods used to negotiate work and family life-particularly 
reduced working hours-are viewed so cynically. 
A closer look at the relationship between work hours and access to family-friendly 
workplace benefits will be provided in Section 5.3. 
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5.2 INVOLVEMENT IN THE WORKFORCE: THE SITUATION OF 
NLC AND PS99 RESPONDENTS 
As described in the introductory chapters, the emphasis of this research is on the ways 
in which men and women from dual-parent households negotiate aspects of parenting, 
work and family life. Outlined here are three lifecourse groups that will be used in this 
and forthcoming chapters in investigating NLC data. Following a brief description of 
the groups, this section provides an overview of the work situation of these three groups 
and ofrespondents to the PS99. 
As explained in Chapter three, Section 3.2.2, 'Use of NLC data', three groups have 
been categorised according to their parenting intentions or their current parental 
situation. All respondents have a live-in partner. Respondents in the first group have not 
had any biological children and do not have any children living with them. They do 
intend to have children in the future. Respondents in the second group have children 
living in their household. The youngest child in their household is less than five years of 
age, and children may be biological or social children. The third group of respondents 
have a youngest child aged five to twelve years living in the household. The groups are 
titled 'no child', 'child under five', and 'child five to twelve', respectively. 
5.2.1 Paid work last week 
The following describes NLC respondents' involvement in work in the week before 
they were interviewed. Respondents were asked about their and their partners' 
employment status in the previous week. Table 5.3 shows that over 90 per cent of men, 
and over 65 per cent of women were employed in the week prior to interview. Around 
60 per cent of couples are dual-earner families. 
An examination of couples' employment status by child-status group shows that in the 
group which has no children, both men and women are most likely to work. Over 90 per 
cent of these women and men were employed in the week prior to interview. This is 
also reflected in the proportion of dual-earner couples, where couples who do not have a 
child are the most likely to have both partners working (90 per cent). 
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As found in the national statistics, women who have a young child are the least likely to 
be involved in the paid labour market. Half of the women with a child under age five 
worked in the week prior to interview, and there is around the same proportion of dual-
earner couples in this lifecourse group. 
Table 5.3: Per cent of women and men in employment, and proportion of dual-
earner couples at week prior to interview, by child-status group. 
Child-status group 
Employed last No child Child <5 Child 5-12 All three groups 
week?* Female 
No 8 
Yes 72 
Total 80 
No 10.0 
Yes 90.0 
Both parents 
Male Female 
3 
70 
73 
4.1 
95.9 
124 
124 
248 
50.0 
50.0 
Male Female 
Number 
14 48 
161 149 
175 197 
Per cent 
8.0 24.4 
92.0 75.6 
Male 
13 
147 
160 
8.1 
91.9 
Female Male 
180 30 
345 378 
525 408 
34.3 7.4 
65.7 92.6 
employed?** No child Child <5 Child 5-12 All three groups 
No 15 
Yes 133 
No 10.1 
Yes 89.9 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
Number 
222 
201 
Per cent 
52.5 
47.5 
121 
236 
33.9 
66.1 
* Significant difference between child-status groups for women at P<0.0001 level. 
** Significant difference between child-status groups at P<0.0001 level. 
N=933 (totals may not equal 933 due to missing data). 
358 
570 
38.6 
61.4 
Over 90 per cent of men are employed when there is a child under five years present, 
which is also true when the youngest child is aged five to twelve years. For women, in 
comparing the two groups, there is a sizeable difference in the proportion of women 
who work. The proportion employed when the youngest child is aged five to twelve is 
about 7 5 per cent, compared to 50 per cent of those whose youngest child is less than 
five. This contrast is also reflected in the proportion of families that are dual-earner. As 
noted previously, there is an employment uptake when women move from having their 
youngest child of pre-school age, to the child being of school age. 
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5.2.2 Factors related to women's labour force participation when 
there is a young child in the household 
It is evident that a person's lifecourse group and sex impact on involvement in paid 
work. However, other characteristics may be important in determining whether 
respondents worked in the previous week or not. As noted in the previous section, men 
have a fairly stable involvement in the paid labour force across lifecourse groups. 
Further, the time when women have the least involvement in the paid labour force is 
when they have a young child present in the household. 
On the basis of these findings, this section investigates the employment of women who 
have a young child (that is, less than five years of age) in the household, and analyses 
the impact of background and personal factors on this employment. 
This analysis adapts the theoretical framework developed by Glass and Riley (1998) to 
examine the relationship between background and personal factors on women's 
employment status. The Glass and Riley framework (see Appendix 7) was designed to 
investigate maternal employment. This section looks at the characteristics which Glass 
and Riley have referred to as exogenous personal characteristics. The variables used are 
based on background and personal factors that are available in the NLC dataset. 
Background characteristics 
Demographers, and economists interested in population studies, have provided some 
insight into the relationship between a woman's background and her involvement in 
work following the birth of a child. These investigations have centred on aspects such 
as the individual's demographic characteristics, financial characteristics, and gender 
role attitudes. 
Typically, the demographic characteristics that are included are the woman's age and 
education (Desai and Waite, 1991; Greenstein, 1986; Leibowitz and Klerman, 1995; 
Shapiro and Mott, 1979), number of children (Leibowitz and Klerman, 1995; Mott, 
1972; Waite, 1980), age of youngest child (Glezer and Wolcott, 2000; McDonald, 
1999), marital status (Desai and Waite, 1991; Rosenfeld, 1996), race/ethnicity (Desai 
and Waite, 1991), and welfare background (Greenwell et al., 1998). The pattern of these 
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relationships is generally a positive relationship between age and education, and 
women's employment, while larger numbers of children are negatively related to 
women's employment. 
A main line of investigation into women's employment following birth, is the role-
conflict hypothesis of rewards and costs (both monetary and otherwise) of a mother's 
employment (McLaughlin, 1982). McLaughlin's hypothesis argues that investments 
such as education, previous labour-force experience and economic well-being are 
related to labour force participation. Others have also found that women whose 
husbands have high incomes return to the labour force at a slower rate than women 
whose husbands earn a lower income (Greenstein, 1986). However, women with high-
income husbands do not leave the labour force as early as women with low-income 
husbands (Felmlee, 1984; Greenstein, 1986). 
Finally, gender role attitudes have been found to be important in determining women's 
return to work. Greenstein (1986) found that attitudes to women in the workforce were 
a greater predictor of women's perinatal labour force participation than other socio-
demographic factors. The attitude scale was based on nine questions about women in 
the labour force, covering economic, social and psychological reasons for work. He 
concluded that due to the strength of the relationship between attitudes and women's 
work status, other social and psychological factors should be investigated (Greenstein, 
1986:570). Hakim (1991) also argues that gender role attitudes are important in 
determining women's role identity: women with a high work commitment invest in 
their careers, while women with a homemaker identity view the labour force as 
secondary to their role as carer and wife. 
The Glass and Riley framework accounts for these background and personal factors. As 
mentioned, it has been adapted for use with NLC data. Glass and Riley's exogenous 
personal characteristics are divided into three groups for analysis. Group one includes 
variables that are family and personal status variables, group two includes variables that 
are financial/resource factors, and the third group represents 'gender traditionalism' 
using three attitude scales. 
The following groups of characteristics are used to investigate maternal employment: 
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Family and personal status 
1. Age 
2. Age of youngest child 
3. Number of children in household 
4. Marital status 
5. Country of birth 
Financial/resource factors 
1. Education 
2. Income (partner's) 
3. Home ownership 
Attitudes (see Appendix 8) 
1. Attitude scale Women's role in society 
2. Attitude scale Woman's independence 
3. Attitude scale Woman's dependence 
A list of questions which combine to form each scale is provided at Appendix 8, and 
reliability statistics are provided at Appendix Table 5.4. The alphas for each scale are on 
the low side at around 0.4-0.55. However, this can be expected of scales that have few 
variables in their make-up, and mean inter-item correlations are presented, as they 
provide a more accurate measure for scales with small numbers. Ideally, mean inter-
item correlations should be between 0.20 and 0.40 (Russell et al., 1998), which 
Women's role in society and Woman's dependence do. Due to their theoretical 
underpinnings, these scales are used in the analysis. 
Table 5.4 presents the results of bivariate analyses between the explanatory background 
characteristics and the employment status of women with a preschool child. Age, 
cohabitation of partner, country of birth and partner's income are not statistically related 
to women's employment. Further, two of the gender role attitude scales are not related 
to employment status (those being, Women's role in society and Woman's dependence). 
The factors that are related to women's employment status are the number of children 
present in the household, the woman's education, home ownership and the score on the 
'woman's independence' attitude scale. The more children that are present in the 
household, the less likely a woman will be employed, the higher a woman's education, 
the more likely she will be employed, and if the respondent is paying off a home, she is 
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more likely to be working than if she is renting or lives in a purchased home. Finally, 
there is a relationship between employment and women's attitude to independence, with 
women who are employed having a higher mean score on the scale of women's 
maintenance of independence. 
Table 5.4: Descriptive statistics. Employment status of women with a preschooler 
by explanatory variables. 
Employment status 
Explanatory variable Not employed Employed Total 
Per cent 
Age of woman 
Less than 30 53.6 46.4 100.0 
30+ 47.9 52.1 100.0 
Age of youngest child 
Zero 62.5 37.5 100.0 
One 50.8 49.2 100.0 
Two 42.1 57.9 100.0 
Three 53.1 46.9 100.0 
Four 45.5 54.5 100.0 
Number of children in the household** 
One 35.7 64.3 100.0 
Two 53.4 46.6 100.0 
Three+ 58.9 41.1 100.0 
Does partner cohabit? 
No, do not live with partner 52.4 47.6 100.0 
Yes, live with partner 49.2 50.8 100.0 
Born in Australia? 
No 43.9 56.1 100.0 
Yes 50.6 49.4 100.0 
Education* 
Secondary or lower 61.9 38.1 100.0 
Higher than secondary 38.3 61.7 100.0 
Home ownership*** 
Renting by me &/or partner 61.8 38.2 100.0 
Buying 42.1 57.9 100.0 
Own 51.0 49.0 100.0 
Partner's income 
No info 57.7 42.3 100.0 
Nil or neg to $25,999 58.2 41.8 100.0 
$26,000 to $51,999 44.8 55.2 100.0 
$52,000+ 45.0 55.0 100.0 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Attitudes: Women's role in society 8.2 (1.5) 8.2 (1.4) 8.2 (1.4) 
Attitudes: Woman's independence** 5.2 (1. 7) 5.8 (1.6) 5.5 (1.7) 
Attitudes: Woman's dependence 4.8 (2.3) 4.4 (2.4) 4.6 (2.4) 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
* Significant difference between those employed and those not employed at the P<0.0001 level. 
** Significant difference between those employed and those not employed at the P<0.01 level. 
*** Significant difference between those employed and those not employed at the P<0.05 level. 
N=276 (totals may not equal 276 due to missing data). 
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Multivariate analysis 
These background characteristics have been modeled using a logistic regression model 
in order to control for spurious or confounded relationships (see Table 5.5). The 
dependent variable is whether the respondent was employed in the previous week or 
not. 
An example of the form that the logistic model takes is: 
(Equation 1) 
Model 1 analyses the impact of demographic characteristics on women's employment. 
Model 2 adds financial/resource factors, and Model 3 adds the attitude scales. 
The results show that three factors remain statistically significant when controlling for 
other factors. The number of children in the household, education and attitudes to 
women's independence are related to women's employment. The odds of women 
working reduce as the number of children increases. The odds of women working 
increase as their score on the attitude scale increases, and, women who have higher a 
education level have odds 2.18 times higher than women who have secondary or lower 
level education. 
These findings are similar to those of other research with regard to the impact of 
background factors. A woman's education level is important in determining women's 
employment status, a finding which, as discussed, as been shown by many other authors 
(see for example Desai and Waite, 1991; Leibowitz and Klerman, 1995; Shapiro and 
Mott, 1979). Number of children is also a large consideration for many women who are 
juggling the costs of raising children and providing childcare with the gains obtained 
from working. 
Interestingly, the score of women on the independence attitude scale held up in the 
results while the scale of women's role in society did not. Previous research 
(Greenstein, 1986) using a gender role attitude scale similar to the women's role in 
society scale, found it to be an important predictor of maternal employment. It is 
possible that the woman 's independence scale represents something more specifically 
related to women's employment. 
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Table 5.5: Coefficients, odds ratios, and standard errors from logistic regression analysis of women's employment when there is a preschooler 
present, by resource and family system characteristics. 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Characteristics B S.E. Exp(B) B S.E. Exp(B) B S.E. Exp(B) 
Age (years) 0.027 0.026 1.028 -0.007 0.030 0.993 -0.004 O.Q31 0.996 
Age of youngest child 0.153 0.103 1.165 0.187 0.110 1.206 0.161 0.113 1.175 
Number of children -0.560 0.144 0.571 * -0.489 0.155 0.613** -0.462 0.162 0.630** 
Does partner cohabit? 
No (ref) 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 
Yes 0.354 0.411 1.424 -1.620 1.321 0.198 -1.099 1.382 0.333 
Born in Australia 
No (ref) 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 
Yes -0.288 0.364 0.749 -0.574 0.397 0.563 -0.679 0.412 0.507 
Education 
Secondary or lower (ref) 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 
Higher than secondary 0.766 0.268 2.151** 0.784 0.278 2.189** 
Home ownership 
Renting (ref) 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 
Buying 0.612 0.367 1.844 0.482 0.378 1.620 
Own 0.270 0.459 1.310 0.162 0.472 1.176 
Partner's income 
No info -1.464 1.254 0.231 -1.201 1.324 0.301 
Nil or neg to $25,999 (ref) 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 
$26,000 to $51,999 0.420 0.327 1.522 0.517 0.341 1.677 
$52,000+ 0.178 0.441 1.195 0.100 0.462 1.105 
Attitudes: Women's role in society -0.025 0.105 0.975 
Attitudes: Woman's independence 0.276 0.096 1.318** 
Attitudes: Woman's dependence -0.075 0.061 0.928 
Constant -0.132 0.869 0.876 1.994 1.623 7.343 0.538 1.954 1.713 
-2 log likelihood 368.755 329.876 312.227 
df 5 11 14 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: * Significant difference between those employed and those not employed at the P<0.0001 level. ** Significant difference between those employed and those not employed at 
the P<0.01 level. ***Significant difference between those employed and those not employed at the P<0.05 level. N=276 (totals may not equal 276 due to missing data). 
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Hours and permanency of paid work 
Section 5.1 showed that there are various factors that influence maternal employment. 
However, even when women work, the pattern in the hours worked is different to that 
of men. Further, women's average hours per week vary by lifecourse stage. In 
comparison, men's hours do not display the same volatility. 
Of women working in the week prior to interview, there is a significant difference 
between the number of hours worked by child-status group. Table 5.6 shows that when 
women do not have a child present in the household, the majority work over 40 hours a 
week. For men, this is the lifecourse stage when there is a smaller proportion working 
40 hours or more; however, it is still a larger proportion than for women. 
Table 5.6: Number and proportion of respondents' hours worked (for those 
working) at week prior to interview, by sex, child-status group. 
Child-status group 
Number of No child Child <5 Child 5-12 All three groups 
hours worked* Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male 
Number 
Less than 20 4 55 47 106 
20-298 4 8 25 11 22 9 51 28 
30-39 20 15 20 26 41 27 81 68 
40+ 40 44 24 122 36 110 100 276 
Total 68 67 124 159 146 146 338 372 
Per cent 
Less than 20 5.9 44.4 32.2 31.4 
20-298 5.9 11.9 20.2 6.9 15.1 6.2 15.1 7.5 
30-39 29.4 22.4 16.1 16.4 28.1 18.5 24.0 18.3 
40+ 58.8 65.7 19.4 76.7 24.7 75.3 29.6 74.2 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
a The hours category 20-29 include all hours less than 30 for men. 
* Significant difference between child-status groups for women at P<0.0001 level. 
Those working, N=723 (totals may not equal 723 due to missing data). 
The most notable difference is when women have a child under age five. At that time, 
almost half of the women who are employed work less than 20 hours, and another 20 
per cent work between 20 and 30 hours. Women increase their working hours when the 
youngest child is of school age, with over 50 per cent working more than 30 hours. 
As with employment status, number of hours worked is affected by child-status group 
for women. In Table 5.5 the findings of the examination between background factors 
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and women's maternal employment were presented. The background characteristics 
used to investigate women's employment status are also examined here (see Table 5.7) 
to determine what experiences affect the hours a woman works. 
Table 5.7: Descriptive statistics. Number of hours worked by women with a 
preschooler by explanatory variables. 
Number of hours worked 
Explanatory variable Less than 20 20-29 30+ 
Per cent 
Age of woman 
Less than 30 46.2 20.5 33.3 
30+ 44.9 19.4 35.7 
Age of youngest child 
Zero 66.7 13.3 20.0 
One 40.6 28.l 31.3 
Two 40.9 18.2 40.9 
Three 50.0 18.2 31.8 
Four 45.8 12.5 41.7 
Number of children in the household 
One 40.0 18.2 41.8 
Two 44.4 20.4 35.2 
Three+ 56.7 20.0 23.3 
Born in Australia? 
No 43.5 21.7 34.8 
Yes 45.7 18.1 36.2 
Education 
Secondary or lower 48.1 17.3 34.6 
Higher than secondary 43.7 20.7 35.6 
Home ownership 
Renting by me &/or partner 53.8 26.9 19.2 
Buying 40.5 19.0 40.5 
Own 60.0 12.0 28.0 
Partner's income*** 
Nil or neg to $25,999 34.4 12.5 53.1 
$26,000 to $51,999 44.9 24.6 30.4 
$52,000+ 66.7 14.3 19.0 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Attitudes: Women's role in society** 7.7 (1.4) 8.6 (1.2) 8.6 (1.3) 
Attitudes: Woman's independence 5.8 (1.5) 5.5 (1.5) 5.9 (1.8) 
Attitudes: Woman's dependence 4.8 (2.4) 4.6 (2.2) 3.8 (2.3) 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
Total 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
8.2 (1.4) 
5.8 (1.6) 
4.4 (2.4) 
* Significant difference between categories in the number of hours worked at the P<0.0001 level. 
** Significant difference between categories in the number of hours worked at the P<0.01 level. 
*** Significant difference between categories in the number of hours worked at the P<0.05 level. 
N=276 (totals may not equal 276 due to missing data). 
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This investigation, like the previous, centres on the experiences of women with a pre-
school aged child, as this is the time where women are less likely to work, and more 
likely to work part-time. When the youngest child is of school age, women increase 
their work involvement, and their working hours, so there is not as much variability. 
Again, men have been omitted from this analysis as there is little variability in their 
working hours. 
What is striking about these results is that there is little difference by background 
characteristic with regard to the number of hours worked. Although number of children 
in the household, education, and home ownership showed some relationship m 
determining whether a woman works or not, none of these prove significant m 
determining the number of hours worked. Age of youngest child shows some pattern, 
particularly comparing those with an infant child and those with slightly older children. 
However, this is not statistically significant. 
The only explanatory variables to stand out in this investigation are partner's income 
and women's attitudes on the women's role in society scale. Women who have a partner 
with an income of $52,000 or higher, are more likely to work less than 20 hours than 
are women whose partner earns less than this amount. While in the previous analysis, 
the women's independence scale is significantly related to women's employment, this 
analysis shows that women who work less than 20 hours per week have a lower mean 
score in the women 's role in society scale, than women who work greater hours. 
What these findings suggest is that while these background characteristics may be 
useful in helping to understand whether a woman with a preschooler is working or not, 
they are not as useful in understanding the number of hours worked. 
Finally, the examination of workplace permanency shows that the variability of 
women's work by child status is again evident. About 90 per cent of women have 
permanent employment in the group that does not have children. This declines to about 
65 per cent of women who have a child under age five and are working. For men there 
is no significant difference by child-status group, and over 85 per cent of all working 
men have permanent employment (see Appendix Table 5.5). 
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5.2.3 The work situation of PS99 respondents 
As discussed in Chapter 3, the PS99 respondents are a sub-sample ofNLC respondents. 
They were surveyed about two years after the first round ofNLC, and for the purpose of 
this research, include only parents who had a partner and one or more children aged 
twelve years or less in the household. The following outlines the work situation of 
respondents at the time of the survey in 1999. The purpose is to provide information on 
the sample, and a context within which to compare later analysis. 
Of men in the1 sample, 95 per cent were employed in the week prior to interview. For 
women, this proportion was just over 70 per cent. Sixty three per cent of couples had 
both partners working. Of those working, men in the sample worked longer hours than 
women. The median number of hours is 44 hours and 26 hours, for men and women 
respectively. Men are also more likely to be employed permanently (80 per cent) than 
women (54 per cent). See Appendix Table 5.6. 
The preceding discussion shows that men and women have very different experiences 
of paid work, and that a main contributing factor to this difference is the presence of a 
young child in the household. The following section examines the purpose of family-
friendly policies and who has access to them. Like the pattern of labour force 
participation and employment evident for respondents by child status, work practices 
that assist employees to lead balanced lives are differentiated by lifecourse stage. 
5.3 FAMILY POLICIES AND WORKPLACE STRATEGIES 
The trends of differential employmen\are evident in varying degrees in countries other 
than Australia. International comparisons of the employment rates of men and women 
show that the female/male employment ratio is substantially lower among parents than 
at other times in the lifecourse. This reflects the lower employment rates of women, and 
the higher rates of men, when there are young children present in a household (Gornick, 
1999:216-17). 
However, it is not simply employment rates that are lower. Even when women are 
involved in employment, women have more limited access to family-friendly workplace 
initiatives. This section explores state regimes and employment policies and programs 
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which may help facilitate the negotiation of work and family life for men and for 
women. 
5.3.1 State welfare regimes and the improvement of women's social 
citizenship 
One of the main ways the state can improve women's status is to encourage their full 
social citizenship. This includes the opportunity to participate in employment. It has 
been said that the investigation into the welfare state has paid less attention to the role 
of the state in mediating the demands of family and caregiving responsibilities than to 
the role of the state in protecting citizens from the demands of private markets (Meyers 
et al., 1999:117). Meyers et al. argue that, due to the continued increase of women in 
the paid labour force, government policies that facilitate balance between the demands 
of work and family life are increasingly prominent. 
According to the gender-relevant :framework developed by Sainsbury (1999) for the 
analysis of comparative research on welfare states, there are three prominent gender 
policy regimes. These are the male breadwinner, the separate gender roles, and the 
individual earner-carer regimes. 
The male breadwinner regime upholds the dichotomy of production versus 
reproduction. Inherent is a division of responsibility by gender with men having 
'public' responsibilities such as earning a wage, and women having 'private' 
responsibilities such as caring for dependants. The separate gender regime is 
characterised by importance of family responsibilities, while maintaining the division of 
labour outlined in the breadwinner model. Under this regime, social rights are given to 
unmarried caregivers, and benefits are provided to male workers and female caregivers. 
The third regime, the individual earner-carer regime, has equality as its central 
principle. According to the regime, men and women are entitled to equal rights, have 
shared roles both within and outside the household, and tax and social rights are aimed 
at the individual (Sainsbury, 1999). 
It is argued that Australia has moved away from the male breadwinner welfare state. 
Mitchell (1998), in applying an earlier version of Sainsbury's welfare state :framework, 
states that to a large extent Australia has moved towards the individual rights model. 
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She finds that the movement is certainly away from the male breadwinner model, and 
terms the present institutional design in Australia as being of 'hybrid character' 
(Mitchell, 1998 :25). 
UN conventions discussed in Chapter one, such as the Convention on the Elimination of 
All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (1979, ratified by Australia 1983) and the 
International Labour Organisation (ILO) Convention Cl 56, Workers with Family 
Responsibilities (1981, ratified by Australia 1990) provided a platform for legislative 
change in Australia. This led to legislative reforms such as the Sex Discrimination Act 
1984 (Cth) (amended 1994), and are important in changing the institutional design of 
the welfare state (away from the male breadwinner model) and encouraging the labour 
force participation ofwomen1. See Figure 5.4 for a time-line of key events. 
However, Mitchell highlights that, while movement in the direction of the individual 
rights model is evident in the public sphere, this model does little to change behaviour 
in the household; that is, women still have primary responsibility for care of dependants 
and household labour. 
Mitchell notes that legislative changes make it theoretically possible for men to be 
involved in caring and domestic labour, but the 'administration of benefits in relation to 
the work test presumes a primary breadwinner role' (Mitchell, 1998:34). It is said that 
these first wave reforms (such as sex discrimination) 'removed overt discrimination 
against women, especially in relation to recruitment, and thus facilitated "formal" 
equality' (Squirchuk and Bourke, 2000:122). Squirchuk and Bourke note that the 
subsequent wave of refonn addressed: 
covert structural and attitudinal barriers to women's full participation in the workforce 
and a growing awareness of the need to address women's different working patterns to 
achieve "substantive" equality. 
(2000:122) 
1 However, the experience of the Racial Discrimination Act 1975 (Cth), which also gave effect to the UN 
Convention on the Elimination of all forms of racism, shows that it can be overturned by legislation. 
Rights are by no means guaranteed. 
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Figure 5.4: Time-line of key events impacting on work and family life. 
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To this end, they outline social-justice initiatives, productivity arguments, the 
development of family-friendly legislation and policies, and stress the importance of 
work both in the home and in the labour market. Mitchell reflects that the features of 
institutional design that provide disincentives and barriers to change are based in 'core 
assumptions about earning and caring roles within the family' (Mitchell, 1998:35). 
Mitchell advocates a model which allows for a more transitory career path. She argues 
that the welfare state should be structured on 'a flexible division of labour which will 
allow both partners to engage in alternating patterns of market work and care work 
across the lifecourse' (1998:36). This includes allowing men options other than 
unemployment for caregiving, government superannuation contributions for men and 
women when caregiving, encouragement of employment conditions which are 
supportive of caregiving, and state responsibility for childcare. 
While state regimes could be more responsive to lifecourse transitions, the present 
situation in Australia is not geared to this approach. The following section describes 
current thinking on employment conditions that are supportive of caregiving. The 
emphasis is on initiatives that promote gender equity and social citizenship through 
family-friendly initiatives. 
5.3.2 Government policies and workplace initiatives supportive of 
negotiating work and family life 
Government policies 
In all industrialised countries, government policies are provided to help parents 
negotiate the demands of work and family life. One aspect of this is helping women 
maintain employment around the time of childbirth (see Glass and Riley 1998); 
although family policies are important for the care of dependant children of all ages, not 
just infants. Meyers et al. note that these policies usually take the form of a package 
including 'parental leave, publicly subsidized childcare, and public education' 
(1999:117). 
While Meyers et al. note that these policies were originally adopted for welfare and 
demographic reasons, there is substantial evidence of the link between family policy 
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and mothers' employment. They found that 'The underlying hypothesis that childcare 
and maternity-leave policies facilitate continuity in maternal employment, is supported 
by substantial economic theory and research (Meyers et al., 1999:121). 
There is growing recognition of the social and economic consequences of the link 
between work and family responsibilities. Linda Tarr-Whelan warns of the potential 
costs of ignoring these aspects of citizens' lives: 
Failing to create effective family support systems places workers and their families 
across the board at risk. That will dampen productivity for women and men who are 
tom between their roles as workers and family members - an unnecessary drag on 
economic vitality. 
(2000:205) 
She concludes by stating that all sectors (the personal, public and private sectors) are 
responsible for rebalancing family and work (Tarr-Whelan, 2000:211 ). In Australia, 
Russell and Bowman (2000) argue that it is generally agreed that the public sector is 
responsible for work and family matters. They cite the Workplace Relations Act 1996 
(Cth) (WR Act) as evidence of a policy direction supportive of employees with family 
responsibilities. 
DEWRSB stresses that 'there is .now a clear recognition by governments and 
employers, that achieving a balance between work and personal life can produce a 
happier and more effective workforce' (DEWRSB 1999a). This argument for workplace 
change is the one supported by Tarr-Whelan who suggests that the only way to find a 
solution to recognising the importance of family and work, is to highlight family and 
economic issues (2000:211 ). 
Workplace Relations Act 1996 (Cth) 
According to Russell and Bowman, the WR Act provides a 'strong focus on work and 
family balance' (2000: 12). The Act provides minimum entitlements to parental leave 
and protection from dismissal for workers with family responsibilities. Permanent part-
time work is also referred to as a positive work-family initiative. 
The Australian Government passed the WR Act in 1996. The Act has been heralded 
(OSW, 2000; see Russell and Bowman, 2000) as a development which allows more 
flexibility and choice for workers and workplaces through the availability of workplace 
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agreements. The aim of the WR Act is to allow people to negotiate workplace 
arrangements in order to allow them to combine work and family responsibilities. It also 
supports the availability of regular part-time work in awards and agreements. The 
Office of the Status of Women states that this has curbed the growth of casual 
employment (OSW, 2000:3). 
Childcare 
Childcare is the organised care of children under twelve years of age. One of the most 
important ways the state provides assistance for negotiating work and family life is by 
providing childcare assistance. The Commonwealth Government provides financial 
support for childcare, based on income assessment. 
In June 1999 about 66 per cent of children aged zero to four used childcare 
arrangements (ABS, 1999a). These arrangements included informal care (such as 
grandparents, siblings, other relatives, and friends) which accounted for childcare of 43 
per cent of any childcare arrangement. Around 40 per cent of children used formal care. 
Children aged five to eleven are less likely to use informal care (ABS, 1999a). The 
states where parents are most likely to use formal childcare for their children are the 
Northern Territory, Australian Capital Territory and Victoria (ABS, 1999a). 
In Australia, childcare is rarely provided in the workplace as part of negotiated or 
agreed working conditions, and there is competition for the limited places available in 
public or private childcare centres and pre-schools. 
Further there is inconsistent and unstandardised information provided by the three 
major childcare data collections. 
Maternity/paternity leave and allowances 
Parental leave, as provided in the WR Act, allows parents unpaid parental leave for <;me 
year to care for their newly born or adopted child. All employees who have worked with 
an organisation continuously for one year are eligible. This leave can be shared between 
the parents and may only overlap for one week when the child is born. 
Commonwealth Government employees who have been employed for twelve months 
are entitled to 12 weeks paid maternity leave; however, it is not compulsory for other 
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organisations to provide paid leave. Many organisations do provide paid maternity or 
paternity leave, but entitlements vary. 
A submission by the Sex Discrimination Commissioner, Human Rights and Equal 
Opportunity Commission, to the welfare reform reference group, supported income 
supplementation during unpaid maternity leave. It argued that many women were 
unable to access paid maternity leave, and that income supplementation would help 
support labour market attachment (Sex Discrimination Commissioner, 1999). 
The report highlights that Australia's ratification of CEDAW comes with two 
reservations, one of which is about the ability for women to access paid maternity leave 
or comparable social benefits1. It is striking that Australia is one of only six signatories 
that do not have provision for paid maternity leave (out of 163 countries). 
Aside from maternity leave, the Commonwealth Government provides financial 
assistance for the care of newborn or adopted children via the Maternity Allowance. 
This is an income-tested lump-sum payment currently set at $750 per child. 
The current direction of Australian Government strategies 
The current strategies of the Australian Government emphasise part-time work and 
childcare assistance as the major elements of state support. However, some 
commentators are critical of the focus in Australian policy on part-time work. Wolcott 
and Glezer (1995) have previously argued that in Australia, the primary way work and 
family are negotiated is through one parent working part-time. This is certainly a 
limited direction in comparison to some countries that have active strategies to support 
parental employment. 
Research examining fourteen industrialised countries found that Australia was ranked 
thirteenth in terms of its employment-supporting policy package for parents with a child 
under three, and ranked fourteenth for the package for parents with children three to 
school-age (Gornick et al., 1998). The index was calculated using indicators such as 
legislated job protection, paid maternity leave, wage replacement rate, coverage, 
paternity benefits, and childcare indicators. The findings show that countries with the 
1 This reservation regards Article l 1(2)(b ): 'State Parties shall take all appropriate measures ... to 
introduce maternity leave with pay or with comparable social benefits without loss of former 
employment, seniority or social allowances' ((UN, 1980) 
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least-developed policies (US, Australia, UK) had very large reductions in employment 
for women with young children, as compared to the leaders in employment-supporting 
policy (Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, and Sweden) (Gornick et al., 1998). 
Workplace initiatives 
The provision of workplace initiatives that support workers with family responsibilities 
are an important factor in assisting these workers to maintain their workforce 
involvement. Glass and Riley argue that along with individual characteristics 
(previously used to analyse women's employment and hours of work), workplace 
experience and conditions are important in determining mothers' labour supply (Glass 
and Riley, 1998:1405). There are many possible interactions between work factors and 
maternal employment, which include aspects of work benefits, but also work 
constraints. 
Workplace experience has been found to be related to the return to work of mothers 
with young children. Later withdrawal from employment prior to childbirth is related to 
earlier return to work following childbirth (Waite et al., 1985). However, McLaughlin 
(1982) found that women with continuous workforce participation were not more likely 
to return to work sooner than women with non-continuous participation. 
Other occupational characteristics are hypothesised t© be related to maternal 
employment. Although researchers such as Desai and Waite (1991) and Glass and 
Camarigg (1992) predicted that women in traditionally 'female' occupations would 
return to work because the workplace conditions would be conducive to negotiating 
work and home life, they results did not confirm this hypothesis. Other characteristics 
such as unionisation, overall firm size and proportion of women in job category are 
thought to be related to employee retention (Glass and Camarigg, 1992). 
Glass and Riley (1998) note three clusters of family responsive policies. These clusters 
include both workplace policies which are family friendly, and also ones which do not 
act as constraints for women with child responsibilities. 
The first cluster is related to reducing working hours, that is, the ability to work part-
time or to avoid unfriendly family practices such as working overtime, or very long 
hours. The second cluster allows flexible working hours, flexibility in the location of 
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work (e.g. teleworking, that is, working at home), and the ability to control unsuitable 
working hours such as shift work. The final cluster is the availability of workplace 
social support from managers and co-workers, and support in the form of sick leave, 
family leave, or the availability of childcare assistance (Glass and Riley, 1998). 
The types of work factors (or employer-sponsored benefits) analysed by researchers 
such as Glass and Riley (1998) and Hofferth (1996) will now be examined to provide a 
comprehensive picture of the experiences of parents with young children. 
Difference in workplace benefitsl by lifecourse group and sex 
Using NLC data, Table 5.8 compares eligibility for workplace benefits of men and 
women by child-status group. It shows that men are more likely to have paid sick leave, 
paid holiday or recreation leave, and long-service leave than women. Overall, around 
the same proportion of men and women have access to paid maternity/paternity leave, 
unpaid maternity/paternity leave and family/carers leave. However, there are significant 
differences for women by lifecourse group. 
Women are most likely to have access to workplace benefits when they have no child in 
the household. Around 90 per cent have paid sick and holiday leave, and 85 per cent 
have long service leave. These proportions drop to around 55 per cent when the 
youngest child in the household is of below school age, but it does not increase when 
the youngest child is of school age. 
Similarly, the proportion of women who has access to family/carers leave in the 'no 
child' lifecourse group is higher than in the 'child under five' group. 
It is surprising that as there is a higher proportion of women who have an older child 
working longer hours, that there is no real increase in the proportion who have each of 
these benefits. This probably reflects the lack of permanent employment opportunities. 
1 Although seven workplace benefits were asked of respondents, only six have been used in this analysis. 
Whether the respondent had a company car or vehicle was omitted. 
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Table 5.8: Access to workplace benefits (for those working), by sex, child-status 
group. 
Child-status group 
Do you have No child Child <5 Child 5-12 All three groups 
... leave? Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male 
Number 
Paid sick* 
No 7 23 52 41 66 34 125 98 
Yes 61 44 71 118 80 111 212 273 
Paid holiday/rec*a 
No 7 27 51 44 64 35 122 106 
Yes 61 40 72 115 82 110 215 265 
Long service * a 
No 10 30 52 46 71 42 133 118 
Yes 53 35 68 110 71 103 192 248 
Paid mat/pat 
No 37 37 84 97 98 77 219 211 
Yes 24 20 36 42 40 55 100 117 
Don't know 7 10 3 20 8 14 18 44 
Unpaid mat/pat* 
No 9 27 29 53 49 54 87 134 
Yes 47 25 90 83 83 63 220 171 
Don't know 11 15 4 23 14 28 29 66 
Family/carers* 
No 4 39 25 81 22 75 51 195 
Yes 20 15 20 26 41 27 81 68 
Don't know 7 9 2 13 9 12 18 34 
Per cent 
Paid sick* 
No 10.3 34.3 42.3 25.8 45.2 23.4 37.1 26.4 
Yes 89.7 65.7 57.7 74.2 54.8 76.6 62.9 73.6 
Paid holiday/rec*a 
No 10.3 40.3 41.5 27.7 43.8 24.1 36.2 28.6 
Yes 89.7 59.7 58.5 72.3 56.2 75.9 63.8 71.4 
Long service * a 
No 15.9 46.2 43.3 29.5 50.0 29.0 40.9 32.2 
Yes 84.1 53.8 56.7 70.5 50.0 71.0 59.1 67.8 
Paid mat/pat 
No 54.4 55.2 68.3 61.0 67.1 52.7 65.0 56.7 
Yes 35.3 29.9 29.3 26.4 27.4 37.7 29.7 31.5 
Don't know 10.3 14.9 2.4 12.6 5.5 9.6 5.3 11.8 
Unpaid mat/pat* 
No 13.4 40.3 23.6 33.3 33.6 37.2 25.9 36.1 
Yes 70.0 37.3 73.2 52.2 56.8 43.4 65.5 46.1 
Don't know 16.4 22.4 3.3 14.5 9.6 19.3 8.6 17.8 
Family/carers* 
No 38.2 58.2 60.2 50.9 58.2 51.7 54.9 52.6 
Yes 51.5 28.4 38.2 40.9 35.6 40.0 39.8 38.3 
Don't know 10.3 13.4 1.6 8.2 6.2 8.3 5.3 9.2 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
a Significant difference between child status groups for men at P<0.05 level. 
* Significant difference between child status groups for women at P<0.001 level. 
Those working, N=723 (totals may not equal 723 due to missing data). 
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The mean number of benefits is also examined for people who were employed (Table 
5.9). For this purpose, long service leave and access to a company car or vehicle have 
been omitted. Out of the five benefits, men (2.6) and women (2.6) have the same mean 
number of benefits. However, there are significant differences for both men and women 
by child-status group. 
Women who have no child in the household are most likely to have workplace benefits 
suitable to the negotiation of work and family life (3.2). Men in this group also have the 
lowest mean number (2.1). In examining respondents who have a child in their 
household, the group that is least likely to have the option of these benefits is women 
whose youngest child is aged five to twelve, where the mean score is 2.3 benefits. Men 
and women who are working and have a child under age five have around the same 
proportion eligible with mean scores of 2.5 and 2.6 for women and men respectively. 
Table 5.9: Mean number of workplace benefits (for those working), by sex, child-
status group. 
Workplace 
benefits* 
Child-status group 
No child Child <5 Child 5-12 All three groups 
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male 
Mean 
3.2 2.1 2.5 2.6 2.3 2.7 2.6 2.6 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
* Significant difference between child status groups for men at P<0.05 level, and for women at P<0.01 
level. 
N=723. 
It is evident that many of the benefits that are useful for negotiating the demands of 
work and family life are lower for women who have young children than for women 
who do not. I have argued previously (Gray, 2000) that while men are at the stage in 
their life when they are most likely to receive these benefits, they are also least likely to 
use them. It appears that what Mitchell (1998) says about providing options for men 
which encourage caregiving may be a necessary step for men to be able to share aspects 
of social reproduction. 
Aside from the standard workplace benefits, there are other initiatives that are more 
directly related to the day-to-day aspects of caregiving. Parents in the PS99 were asked 
whether they had access to job sharing, flexible working hours, teleworking, permanent 
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part-time work, and rostered days off. Parents were also asked if they used these 
arrangements. Table 5.10 displays the results of the analysis of the PS99 respondents. 
Table 5.10: Possible availability of work arrangements, and whether they are used, 
by sex. 
Is the following work arrangement Sex of respondent 
a possible option at your workplace? Female Male Total 
Per cent 
Job sharing* 
Yes 38.5 18.6 29.0 
No 61.5 81.4 71.0 
Flexible working hours*** 
Yes 42.5 53.8 48.5 
No 57.5 46.2 51.5 
Working at home 
Yes 16.0 18.1 17.0 
No 84.0 81.9 83.0 
Permanent part-time work* 
Yes 58.5 29.6 44.9 
No 41.5 70.4 55.l 
Rostered days off (RDOs) 
Yes 23.6 25.2 24.4 
No 76.4 74.8 75.6 
Do you use this benefit? 
Job sharing 
Yes 24.l 19.2 22.5 
No 75.9 80.8 77.5 
Flexible working hours 
Yes 92.8 84.6 89.3 
No 7.2 15.4 10.7 
Working at home 
Yes 75.0 62.5 68.2 
No 25.0 37.5 31.8 
Permanent part-time work* 
Yes 65.3 9.1 47.6 
No 37.7 90.9 52.4 
Rostered days off (RDOs) 
Yes 56.3 84.6 69.0 
No 43.8 15.4 31.0 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: 
* Significant difference between men and women at the P<0.0001 level. 
*** Significant difference between men and women at the P<0.05 level. 
Those working, N=352 (totals may not equal 352 due to missing data). 
These results show whether the given work arrangement is a possible option at their 
workplace, and results are presented for men and women. The results for those who 
have these schemes at their workplaces and whether they use these arrangements, are 
also shown. 
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The results from this analysis show that women were significantly more likely than men 
to have job sharing, and permanent part-time work available at their workplace, while 
men were more likely to receive flexible working hours. These results reflect 
knowledge of such policies. Therefore it is possible that women are more aware of the 
availability of such initiatives. When men say that initiatives are available at their 
workplace, they are about as likely to use them as women with the outstanding 
exception of permanent part-time work. 
The one work arrangement that stands out in terms of different level of use by men and 
women, is that of permanent part-time work. Women are much more likely to make use 
ofthis benefit than men (65 per cent as opposed to nine per cent). 
While the previous analyses centred on the availability and use of workplace benefits, 
there are also workplace constraints that may be barriers to caregiving. Respondents of 
the PS99 were asked a series of questions on workplace requirements that may make the 
care of young children difficult. 
When respondents were asked whether they were required to work in these ways there 
was a large difference between the requirements of men and of women. Men were 
significantly more likely to say that they were sometimes required to work broken shifts 
or irregular hours, work overtime or very long hours, work weekends, work nights, and 
travel away from home overnight (see Table 5.11 ). 
The tasks that men were mostly required to do were to work overtime or very long 
hours, work weekends, and work nights. Women were also more likely than not to work 
weekends or work overtime or very long hours, but they were much less likely than men 
to be in this position. 
While men were required by their workplaces to work within these arrangements, many 
were not happy about it. Around 25 per cent said that they were unhappy about working 
weekends, or working overtime or very long hours, and about 20 per cent said they 
were unhappy about working nights or taking work home. Women did not express the 
same levels of dissatisfaction. 
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Table 5.11: Workplace requirements, and whether the respondent is happy with 
arrangements, by sex. 
Does your job/business require you Sex of respondent 
to work in the following ways? Female Male Total 
Number 
Work broken shifts or irregular hours* 
Rarely or never 62.7 43.0 53.0 
Sometimes 16.4 37.8 26.9 
Often or always 20.9 19.2 20.1 
Work overtime or very long hours* 
Rarely or never 53.1 20.7 37.0 
Sometimes 36.2 56.9 46.4 
Often or always 10.7 22.4 16.5 
Work weekends*** 
Rarely or never 44.9 31.4 38.2 
Sometimes 30.9 42.3 36.5 
Often or always 24.2 26.3 25.2 
Work nights** 
Rarely or never 62.9 46.3 54.7 
Sometimes 19.1 36.0 27.5 
Often or always 18.0 17.7 17.8 
Take work home 
Rarely or never 54.2 46.0 50.1 
Sometimes 25.4 28.2 26.8 
Often or always 20.3 25.9 23.1 
Travel away from home overnight* 
Rarely or never 81.3 60.6 70.9 
Sometimes 17.0 29.7 23.4 
Often or always 1.7 9.7 5.7 
Are you happy with this arrangement? 
Work broken shifts or irregular hours 
Yes 90.3 84.2 87.3 
No 9.7 15.8 12.7 
Work overtime or very long hours*** 
Yes 83.5 74.1 78.8 
No 16.5 25.9 21.3 
Work weekends 
Yes 81.1 74.5 77.8 
No 18.9 25.5 22.2 
Work nights*** 
Yes 87.1 78.7 83.0 
No 12.9 21.3 17.0 
Take work home 
Yes 85.2 79.6 82.4 
No 14.8 20.4 17.6 
Travel away from home overnight** 
Yes 95.6 84.2 89.9 
No 4.4 15.8 10.1 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: 
* Significant difference between men and women at the P<0.0001 level. 
** Significant difference between men and women at the P<0.01 level. 
*** Significant difference between men and women at the P<0.05 level. 
Those working, N=352 (totals may not equal 352 due to missing data). 
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From this investigation it appears that while men may have the access to standard work 
benefits at the time when they are parents of a young child, they are much less likely 
than women to use them. Further, they are less likely than women to have access to 
more caregiving-centred work initiatives (or to know about them), and again, less likely 
to use them. Men are also holding jobs which expect them to be 'real workers' as 
argued by Starrels (1992), that is to work overtime, long hours, and to travel. A large 
proportion of these men, who are parents of children aged twelve or less, also express 
their unhappiness at this situation. 
5.4 CONCLUSION 
The proportions of women involved in the paid labour force have increased throughout 
the second half of the 20th century. However, there is still a large division between the 
labour force experiences of men and women. Gornick (1999) suggests that caregiving 
responsibilities are related to the gendered experience of work, and that by comparing 
people at different lifecourse stages these differences become evident. 
Although women and men's labour force participation rates are converging, with 
women's labour force participation rate at 54 per cent, and men's labour force 
participation rate at 73 per cent, there is substantial differential in their employment 
patterns. Women are much more likely to be involved in part-time or casual work than 
are men, and this is particularly prominent for women who have a young child. 
In comparison, men are strongly attached to the paid labour force. In fact men who have 
young children have higher rates of participation than men with children of older ages. 
No doubt there is a relationship between women having lower levels of participation 
when they have young children. McDonald (2001) has argued that the Australian tax 
transfer system is biased toward one parent working longer hours rather than an 
additional parent working a few hours. As women are more likely to stay at home with 
the child, particularly when the child is an infant, this social system disadvantages 
women who want to return to the labour force for short working hours. 
This system is in contradiction to the attitudes of women's place in society which are 
espoused by a fairly well educated population. When the factors related to maternal 
employment were examined it was found that there was a set of important factors. 
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These factors included women's belief in independence, with women who had higher 
scores on this scale being more likely to work. Further, women who had a higher 
education level and had fewer children were also more likely to be employed. However, 
the finding of high fathers' participation in the labour force also suggests that men's 
financial provision is an integral component of being a parent. 
The Glass and Riley (1998) framework on which the analysis was based is a suitable 
one for examining the factors associated with maternal employment in Australia. This is 
a subject that has not been addressed in Australian research and the findings were 
similar to those found in some US-based studies. This framework, or similar models 
(such as the one used by Hofferth, 1996), should be further investigated with 
longitudinal data in the Australian context. An investigation based on longitudinal data 
will provide a greater breadth of analysis, particularly in regard to the effect of 
workplace components on maternal employment. 
It was found that the most commonly utilised workplace benefit was casual or part-time 
employment. The problems with this type of employment, particularly for casual 
workers were noted. The Australian government has ratified agreements that support 
employment for women regardless of their family status. Although family-friendly 
policies are becoming increasingly prominent there are still many barriers and 
disincentives to mothers' employment. A comparison of fourteen industrialised 
countries found that Australia was ranked thirteenth in terms of its employment-
supported policy packages for parents with a child under three. This is reflected in the 
comparably low labour force participation by Australian women as opposed to the 
women in countries which are family-friendly policy leaders. 
Finally, the investigation of labour force participation and access to family-friendly 
work benefits by different groups provided striking inequities in the groups' 
experiences. Women were most likely to have access to family-friendly policies when 
they did not have a child in the household, while men tend not to use family-friendly 
policies. Men also have higher proportions than women reporting that they are required 
to work overtime, long hours or travel even though many express dissatisfaction with 
these expectations. 
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Parental identity 
-6-
Although numerous studies during the past few decades have focused on 
aspects of paternal conduct, relatively little has been done to advance our 
conceptualization of the diverse social psychological aspects of fathers' lives 
(Marsiglio, 1995a) 
Parental identity is an emergmg theoretical perspective used to explain parents', 
particularly men's, parenting behaviours. Identity theory derives from the disciplinary 
fields of sociology and social psychology, and there is considerable overlap and 
differentiation between perspectives, even within disciplinary boundaries. This chapter 
outlines the major theoretical perspective used in parental identity research, reviews the 
parental identity research, and discusses its use in the Australian context. 
6.1 THE USE OF PARENTAL IDENTITY IN PARENTING RESEARCH 
As lamented by Marsiglio (1995a), social psychological aspects of fathers' lives are 
relatively sparse in parenting literature. However, he reflects that there are some notable 
exceptions, and some 'efforts to develop and apply identity theory to fatherhood issues 
seem especially fruitful' (Marsiglio, 1995a:6). Although parental identity is a new 
direction in parenting research, most of the research to date has concentrated on men's 
identity with the parental role. Due to this, the following overview highlighting identity 
theories as they relate to parenting, is dominated by theories of paternal identity. 
6.1.1 Common theoretical perspectives used in parental identity 
research 
The majority of parenting research that engages the use of identity theory derives from 
the symbolic interaction perspective (Fox and Bruce, 2001). The symbolic interaction 
121 
perspective finds that the 'self' 1, is composed of many identities that make up an overall 
self. In 1968, Stryker, one of the main theorists in conceptualising identity, discussed 
the use of symbolic interaction theory in family research. He outlined the concept of 
identity salience which has become the dominant way that researchers of parental 
identity explain identity theory: 
One may postulate that the discrete identities which comprise the self exist in a 
hierarchy of salience, such that other things equal one can expect behavioral products to 
the degree that a given identity ranks high in this hierarchy. The concept of identity 
salience may be defined as the probability, for a given person, of a given identity being 
invoked in a variety of situations. 
(Stryker, 1968:560) 
In assessing the views of prominent theorists over the organisation of self into a 
hierarchical structure, Stryker and Serpe (1994) found that most theorists agree that 
these identities can be ordered in relation to each other. However, they find that McCall 
and Simmons' work in 1978 differs in a major way. McCall and Simmons identify two 
hierarchical selves, that of the 'ideal self, and the 'situational self. Stryker and Serpe 
distinguish these two types by suggesting that the ideal self is useful for making long-
run future predictions into a person's behaviour, while the situational self is useful for 
making short-run predictions (Stryker and Serpe, 1994:17). Another perspective on 
McCall and Simmons suggests that their model of identity hierarchy is one where 'the 
innermost ring denotes the most central identity in the person's self-structure' (Fox and 
Bruce, 2001). 
The perspective taken in this research is not one of a central identity, but instead one 
which emphasises salience rather than prominence. In demonstrating the use of identity 
theory as posited by Stryker and Serpe in explaining why one father takes his child to 
the zoo while another father chooses to play golf with his friends, it is put forward: 
that the choice is a function of the relative salience of the identities (e.g., parent and 
golfer, or father and friend) to which the choices are related; the relative salience of 
identities is a function of commitment to the roles to which the identities are attached. 
(Stryker and Serpe, 1994:18-19) 
1 Stryker and Serpe (1994) find that contemporary theorists argue that there are as many selves as there 
are groups that a person relates to. Theorists differ on the conceptualisation of multiple selves and the 
organisation of self. Further, it has been suggested that because of the multidimensionality of the self, 
research has tended to be theoretical rather than empirical (Burke and Tully, 1977) 
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!hinger-Tallman et al. note that commitment is an important part of identity theory. In 
discussing the various definitions that are given to commitment by identity researchers, 
they surmise that 'commitment implies decision making and choice behaviour' 
(!hinger-Tallman et al., 1995:63-64). 
6.1.2 Identity theory in parenting research 
The use of subjective aspects of parenting using identity theory is centred in fathering 
research. In expressing the argument of identity salience outlined previously, recent 
research in this area states: 
Identity theory suggests that men's commitment to children through fathering is a 
function of the salience of the father role to a man's sense of self, the satisfaction that 
father role enactment provides, and the perceived assessment of his performance in the 
father role by the father's significant others. To the extent that these are strong, then 
other things being equal, we should find high levels of commitment to fathering and 
high levels of perfom1ance of fathering behaviors among men with children. 
(Fox and Bruce, 2001) 
This statement integrates the concepts of symbolic interactionism (the reflection of 
significant others), and levels of commitment, as important to fathering behaviour. 
One of the first attempts to integrate parenting identity and father involvement is the 
work of !hinger-Tallman et al. (1995). They created a theoretical model of the paths 
through which paternal involvement in childrearing affects child well-being. The 
research hypothesised that men's identification with the parental role determines their 
involvement, which in tum influences child well-being, and empirically tested the 
relationship between identity and involvement with a group of non-resident fathers 
(!hinger-Tallman et al., 1995). This work focused on non-resident fathers, as did the 
research of Marsiglio, who in the same year, used identity theory to explain 
involvement of young non-resident fathers (Marsiglio, 1995b ). 
!hinger-Tallman et al. (1995) used a subjective measure of the parenting role which had 
four dimensions. Of these dimensions-competence, satisfaction, investment, and 
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integration-one of the measures was concerned with identity salience1. Integration 
measured role salience, and it was found that parental role identity was associated with 
father involvement. 
In conducting this research, !hinger-Tallman et al. (1995) discuss the issue of causality 
in the relationship between identity and involvement: 
the question of whether, in our theory, identity salience causes involvement or 
involvement causes salience. Acknowledging this point, we suggest that father 
parenting role identity directly influences father involvement, but involvement in tum 
affects a future level of father parenting role identity. 
(!hinger-Tallman et al., 1995:59) 
It would certainly be interesting to pursue an investigation of parenting identity and 
involvement over time. 
Using the same measure of parenting role identity, Minton and Pasley (1996) 
investigated the association between parenting role identity and father involvement in a 
sample of nondivorced, and nonresident divorced fathers. Involvement was measured 
using an 11-item scale based on the work of Ahrons (1980, 1983 cited in Minton and 
Pasley, 1996). They found that the two groups differed on the four measures of 
competence, satisfaction, investment and salience (integration), and that for non-
divorced fathers, all measures except for salience were related to involvement, while for 
divorced fathers, only competence and satisfaction were related to involvement (Minton 
and Pasley, 1996). Interestingly, although the integration measure encompasses the 
theoretical meaning of parental identity, the measure of identity salience was not related 
to involvement for divorced or nondivorced fathers. 
Bruce and Fox (1999) use three predictors to examine father involvement. These factors 
are age of child, father-child coresidence and father role salience. In assessing the 
research of !hinger-Tallman et al. (1995) and Minton and Pasley (1996), they suggest 
that 'role salience merits further exploration, with special attention to its 
1 This parental identity measure was developed by MacPhee, Benson and Bullock (1986). The 
satisfaction scale measured whether respondents were satisfied as opposed to resentful or regretful with 
their parenting role, and the competence scale indicated competence, or confidence in the parenting role 
(McPhee, Fritz & Miller-Heyl, 1996). Investment indicated the importance of the parental role and 
integration measured the integration of parent, spouse, career and friend roles (McPhee, Benson & 
Bullock, 1986). The integration component is a measure of parental role salience. 
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operationalization' (Bruce and Fox, 1999). They, like !hinger-Tallman et al. find a 
relationship between father role salience and father involvement, but they emphasise 
that the instrument used to measure role salience is a worthy contribution to this 
research (Bruce and Fox, 1999). 
The most recent published research using parental identity theory extends the use of the 
theory. In the first instance, Fox and Bruce (2001) incorporate reflected appraisals1 
together with father role satisfaction and father role salience to explain fathering. The 
second example is the work of Maurer, Pleck and Rane (2001) who use reflected 
appraisals, and perceived reflected appraisals to expand the use of identity theory. They 
argue that this model of parental identity is suitable to both mothers2 and fathers, and 
furthers the use of parental identity theory (Maurer et al., 2001). 
While it is true that identity theory has not been widely used to examine mothers' 
involvement, the measure used by !hinger-Tallman et al. (1995) and Minton and Pasley 
(1996) was in fact constructed on a sample of mothers (MacPhee et al., 1986). There 
should be no reason why this measure of subjective parenting cannot be used with both 
mothers and fathers. However, Maurer et al. (2001) correctly identify that both women 
and men should be examined to advance the understanding of the relationship between 
identity and parental involvement with children. 
6.2 SELF-PERCEPTIONS OF THE PARENTAL ROLE SCALE 
This section outlines the use of the Self-Perceptions of the Parental Role Scale (SPPR). 
The scale has been used in previous research on parents of both sexes. The following 
outlines its development, its use in previous research, and its use in this research. 
6.2.1 Development and use of SPPR 
As outlined in Chapter two, in this research, subjective measures of parental 
involvement are measured using the Self-Perceptions of the Parental Role Scale 
developed by MacPhee et al. (1986). The development of the scale and its psychometric 
1 Reflected appraisal is an operationalised measure of identity theory. It measures how parents perceive 
their performance based on assessments of significant others (Fox and Bruce, 2001 ). 
2 Maurer et al. (2001) note that investigations of maternal identity are based on psychodynamic theory, 
while investigations on paternal identity use symbolic interaction theory. 
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measures are described in a conference paper presented at the International Conference 
on Infant Studies in Los Angeles, 1986 (MacPhee et al., 1986). The SPPR is used to 
examine how parents feel they perform on four dimensions of the parental identity, 
namely satisfaction, competence, investment and integration. The SPPR has been used 
in investigations of parental identity discussed previously, namely the work of Ihinger-
Tallman et al. (1995), and Minton and Pasley (1996). 
MacPhee et al. (1986) devised the SPPR to measure influences on parental self-
perceptions. In developing the scale, MacPhee and colleagues commented that 'there is 
neither a comprehensive explanation of how parental self-perceptions are shaped nor 
adequate methods for assessing them' (MacPhee et al., 1986:1). The SPPR was created 
to fill the assessment gap, and it was considered that the self-perception components of 
competence1 and satisfaction were important, as was the importance_parents attach to 
the parental role (MacPhee et al., 1986). 
The researchers devised 32 items reflecting parental self-perceptions. These items were 
administered to 528 mothers, and responses were factor analysed to determine the inner 
factor scales. Four factors were evident, and each was distinct, having few items loading 
across many factors. Two types of reliability tests were performed (21-day retest and 
alpha reliability), and the results were acceptable. The most reliable items for each 
factor dimension were included in the final scale. 
Although MacPhee et al. (1986) present the intercorrelations between the four SPPR 
scales, no comment by the authors is made about the results. This is of some surprise 
given that the satisfaction scale is correlated with both the competence scale and the 
integration scale, and that the competence scale is correlated with the integration scale. 
Other authors have also used these scales without note of the intercorrelations (Ihinger-
Tallman et al., 1995; MacPhee et al., 1996). This will be discussed further when 
comparing the descriptive statistics of the MacPhee et al. (1986) sample and the PS99 
sample. 
1 Swick and Broadway ( 1997) in discussing the meaning of competence, suggest that to understand the 
meaning of competence in parenting, it is best to understand competence interms of parental efficacy. 
'Parental efficacy is the mastery of the attitudes, skills, and behaviors essential to exerting control over 
various parenting and family roles' (Swick and Broadway, 1997:69). 
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The final version of the SPPR has 22 items. These items consist of four dimensions 
representing competence, satisfaction, investment and integration. Each item has two 
statements per item, and after deciding which statement is relevant to the respondent, 
the respondent is required to choose whether it is 'sort of true for me' or 'really true for 
me'. The items are available at Appendix 1, Part 1. 
As the scale has been used in samples of mothers and fathers, it was deemed appropriate 
for use in this research which examines parents of both gender. As noted in Chapter 
two, in the Australian context, little is known about the subjective aspects of parenting. 
Given that, even though integration is the only measure of parental role salience, an 
understanding of the other three subjective measures, that is, competence, satisfaction, 
and investment, is an important investigation in itself. 
6.2.2 The use of SPPR in PS99 
The SPPR was included in the PS99. All 22 questions determined as suitable by 
MacPhee et al. (1986) were included, and were scored according to the scoring key 
provided by the researchers. The code sheet can be found at Appendix 9. 
The code sheet also instructed which items belonged to each scale m the scale 
development. Five or six items make up each, and the following are examples of items 
that make up each scale: 
Satisfaction 
8. Some adults are more content being a parent than they ever thought possible BUT 
For other adults, being a parent hasn't fulfilled them like they had hoped it would; 
and 
16. For some parents, children mostly feel like a burden BUT For other parents, their 
children are a main source of joy in their lives. 
Competence 
14. Some parents often worry about how they're doing as a parent BUT Other parents 
feel confident about their parenting abilities; and 
127 
21. Some mothers and fathers aren't sure they were suited to be parents BUT 
Parenting comes easily and naturally to other parents. 
Investment 
1. Some parents do a lot of reading about how to be a good parent BUT Other parents 
don't spend much time reading about parenting; and 
5. Some parents want to learn everything possible about being a parent BUT Other 
parents feel that they already know all they need to know about parenting. 
Integration 
3. Some parents feel that they don't see enough of their friends since they've had 
children BUT Other parents see their old friends just as often, or they have made 
new ones; and 
22. Some parents feel that their lives are restricted or confined since having children 
BUT Other parents don't stop doing things they like to do just because of their 
children. 
In the first instance, participant responses were coded on the five-point scale proposed 
by MacPhee et al. (1986). Scores on the five-point scale range from one to five, with 
five meaning that people feel that they do very well on this measure of parental role 
identity. Hence, if a respondent scored five on investment, they would respond that the 
investment items were 'really true for me' to the positive side of the item in every 
instance. 
As the SPPR has not been used on an Australian sample of parents, alpha reliability 
tests were performed on all factor scales. Very high alpha scores were found for each of 
the four scales. Table 6.1 presents the mean scores (with standard deviations) and the 
Cronbach's Alpha reliability score, for each scale for the PS99 sample and the MacPhee 
sample. 
What is most surprising is the similarity between the results for the PS99 sample and 
MacPhee et al' s sample. The mean scores for the PS99 sample are like the MacPhee 
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sample, while the reliability scores for the PS99 are very high at over 0.90 for all four 
scales. 
Table 6.1: Descriptive statistics. Measures of central tendency, dispersion and 
alpha reliability. Comparison of MacPhee et al. (1986) sample and PS99 sample. 
Identity scale 
Satisfaction 
Competence 
Investment 
Integration 
Sa ti sf action 
Competence 
Investment 
Integration 
Satisfaction 
Competence 
Investment 
Integration 
Source: Macphee et al. (1986), PS99 data. 
Descriptive statistic 
Mean SD Alpha 
MacPhee (1986) 5-point scale 
4.4 0.6 0.80 
3.9 0.8 0.78 
3.0 0.8 0.72 
3.8 0.8 
PS99 5-point scale 
4.4 0.6 
3.9 
2.6 
3.7 
0.7 
0.9 
0.7 
PS99 10-point scale 
8.3 1.8 
6.6 2.1 
4.1 2.3 
6.2 2.2 
0.76 
0.96 
0.94 
0.91 
0.91 
0.96 
0.94 
0.91 
0.91 
The PS99 scores were recoded to range from zero to ten 1• The purpose is for 
consistency in this research where all scales are 10-point scales. In this instance zero 
represents the absence of that parental role identity and ten represents the highest 
possible score. These are presented at Table 6.1. 
It is heartening to find such consistency when using a scale previously untested on a 
-sample outside the US. A further test of comparability between the PS99 sample and 
MacPhee's sample was performed. Table 6.2 shows the results of the intercorrelations 
between the scales for both samples. 
Again, the results are remarkably similar between samples. However, it is evident that 
there is a substantial relationship between the satisfaction, competence, and integration 
scales. In fact, the only scale that is truly independent is the investment scale. As noted 
earlier, this is of analytical importance and it is surprising that neither the original 
developers, nor users of the scale, have raised it as an issue. In interpreting results, or 
1 The formula to calculate this transformation is simply: 
((scale score-minimum scale score)/scale range)*10 
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using these scales as explanatory variables, this probable lack of independence between 
scales should be of foremost importance. 
Table 6.2: Intercorrelations between SPPR scales. Comparison of MacPhee et al. 
(1986) and PS99 sample. 
Satisfaction 
Competence 
Investment 
Integration 
Satisfaction 
Competence 
Investment 
Integration 
Satisfaction 
1.0 
1.0 
Source: Macphee et al. (1986), PS99 data. 
Identity scale 
Competence Investment Integration 
MacPhee (1986) 
0.5 0.1 0.5 
1.0 -0.1 0.4 
1.0 0.0 
1.0 
PS99 
0.4 0.0 0.5 
1.0 -0.3 0.4 
1.0 -0.1 
1.0 
6.2.3 The relationship between background factors and SPPR 
The purpose of measuring parental identity is to provide information on the subjective 
aspects of parenting, and to use it as a potential explanatory measure when examining 
parental behaviours. In order to use these measures in models explaining parental 
behaviour, the following examines the relationship between the explanatory variables 
previously identified for use in this research (and previously used in Chapter five), and 
the four self-perception scales. 
Bivariate analysis of variance has been carried out to determine differences in the mean 
scores by different categories for each explanatory variable. This has been done for each 
of the four scales. Of the four scales, investment is the only scale that varies between 
men and women (Appendix Table 6.1). 
Men have a significantly lower mean score (3.3) than women (4.8) on the investment 
scale. Although the explanatory variables are provided for the total sample, the different 
patterns of men and women reduce the difference between categories for the total 
sample. These explanatory variables are examined by sex to see which background 
characteristics have different patterns for men and women. Table 6.3, which provides 
explanatory variables that are significant, shows that there are in fact substantial 
differences for mothers and for fathers. 
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Table 6.3: Analysis of variance of identity scores by sex for selected explanatory 
variables. 
Explanatory variable 
Education 
Secondary or lower 
Higher than secondary 
Age of youngest child 
Zero to four 
Five to twelve 
Worked last week? 
No 
Yes 
Education 
Secondary or lower 
Higher than secondary 
Age of youngest child 
Zero to four 
Five to twelve 
Worked last week? 
No 
Yes 
Source: PS99 data. 
Identity scale - Mean (standard deviation) 
Satisfaction Competence Investment Integration 
Male 
8.1 (1.93) 6.5 (2.16) 3.4 (2.34) 5.9 (2.13) 
8.2 (1.68) 6.8 (l.91) 3.2 (l.84) 6.0 (2.28) 
8.3 (1.79) 6.6 (l.98) 3.7 (2.10) 5.8 (2.28) 
8.1 (1.75) 6.7 (2.03) 3.0 (l.90) 6.1 (2.17) 
8.1 (2.35) 7.2 (l.82) 2.0 (1.41) 6.7 (2.46) 
8.2 (1.74) 6.6 (2.01) 3.3 (2.03) 5.9 (2.20) 
Female 
8.3 (1.85) 6.5 (2.24) 4.4 (2.05) 6.4 (l.98) 
8.4 (1.73) 6.7 (2.11) 5.0 (2.32) 6.3 (2.22) 
8.6 (1.54) 6.7 (2.04) 5.1 (2.19) 6.1 (2.13) 
8.1 (1.98) 6.5 (2.29) 4.4 (2.18) 6.6 (2.07) 
8.3 (2.10) 6.9 (l.96) 5.1 (2.32) 6.2 (2.29) 
8.4 (1.62) 6.5 (2.25) 4.6 (2.16) 6.4 (2.03) 
Notes: Balded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for that scale. 
N=406. 
When the mean score for investment (see Appendix Table 6.1) was compared by the 
categories of the explanatory variable 'Worked last week?', it was shown that those who 
did not work had a higher mean score (4.8) than respondents who did work (4.0). The 
results for men show a reversed situation. Men who work score significantly higher on 
the investment scale (3.3) than men who did not work (2.0). In comparison, for women, 
those who do not work score higher (5.1) than women who do work (4.6), although this 
difference is not significantly different (P<0.10). As shown in Chapter five, there is an 
extremely high rate of employment for men with young children, and this is an 
important way that men contribute to their children. These findings on the difference in 
investment scores further reflect the investment of fathers through paid labour. 
A further result which demonstrates differential patterns for men and women is by age 
of youngest child. While age of youngest child was related to investment for all 
respondents, for women, age of youngest child is related to satisfaction, investment and 
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integration. On the investment scale, women score higher when the youngest child is 
aged zero to four1, than when the youngest child is aged five to twelve, which shows the 
same direction of relationship as found for all respondents. 
For satisfaction, women have a higher mean score when the youngest child is aged zero 
to four (8.6), than when the child is aged five to twelve (8.1). These findings indicate 
that women invest more in young children, but are also more satisfied with their 
parenting. However, women with a child aged zero to four have a lower mean score 
(6.1) on the integration scale than women with an older child (6.6). This suggests that 
women with younger children find it more difficult to integrate the mothering aspects of 
their selves with other aspects of their lives. 
Education is also significantly related to investment for women. Those who have a 
higher than secondary education have a higher mean score than women with lower 
education levels. 
In interpreting these results, it is difficult to determine the causal relationship, but there 
are notable relationships between the explanatory factors and the self-perception scales. 
Further, the explanatory variables have little relationship to satisfaction, competence, or 
integration. Therefore the need to discuss the explanation of the intercorrelations 
between these scales is reduced. 
In using these scales in other models of parenting behaviours, the investment scale is 
related to many background variables, but differentially for men and women. It is 
suggested that only the integration scale is used out of the remaining three scales. Due 
to the intercorrelations between these scales, they should not be used together, and 
integration has the theoretical dimension ofrole saliency. 
6.3 CONCLUSION 
The use of parental identity is an emerging way of describing differential involvement 
in fathering research. There is a strong recognition that men's behaviour does impact on 
child well-being, and many researchers are currently investigating identity theory as a 
1 Note that due to small sample size, categories zero and one to four have been combined for this analysis. 
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pathway impacting on men's involvement. While this is a fruitful research direction, it 
is not necessary to exclude mothers from this line of research. 
This investigation found that the symbolic interaction approach is a commonly used 
approach to understanding identity theory in parenting research. In highlighting the use 
of a particular empirical measure (the SPPR), this measure was discussed as a potential 
one for use in the Australian setting; a setting where very little is known about the 
subjective aspects of parenting. 
In examining the relationship of background factors to identity scales, it was found that 
men and women have different patterns on the investment scale. For women, age of 
youngest child is negatively associated with satisfaction and investment, and positively 
rated to integration. The direction of these results suggests that although women believe 
they are providing an important function for their children, it can be hard to negotiate 
. other aspects of their lives. 
A particularly striking finding is the relationship for men between employment and 
investment. This finding prompts new research questions. 
Future research on the relationship between work, identity and parenting behaviours is a 
potential research direction 1. Do people who identify with the parental role choose jobs 
that are conducive to the negotiation of work and family life? Do people whose parental 
roles are important seek out flexible workplaces? Previous research does not look at the 
impact of work on parental identity, or of parental identity on work. However, it 
appears that work may be related to parental identity for both men and women. 
Chapters eight and nine consider the relationship between background characteristics 
(including identity) and parental involvement. 
1 This was the topic of a conference paper presented at the Population Association of America conference 
2000, where preliminary results were presented (Gray, 2000). 
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Household labour as a measure of parenting 
-7-
In most families today, responsibility for various tasks is divided clearly by 
sex, with the wife responsible for most home~based tasks. She cares for the 
children, makes sure that the house (and everything in it) is clean, sees the 
family is fed, and maintains contact with most of their friends and relatives ... 
The husband's major contribution to the family is to support it through his 
waged labor. In some families, he may, in addition, make household repairs, 
maintain the car, take care of the yard, do the paperwork, and take out the 
trash, but in other families, wives also carry these responsibilities. 
( Goldscheider and Waite, 1991: 110) 
The previous chapter outlined how parents in Australia feel they are functioning in 
terms of their parenting. It was theorised that subjective measures of parenting may be a 
pathway to understanding the parental actions that are undertaken. These parental 
actions are the emphasis of the following three chapters. 
One of the most common ways to measure a person's level of parenting is to determine 
what they actually do-that is, to quantify the activities parents do for, or with, children. 
This chapter is the first of two chapters that examine what parents do. In accordance 
with the suggestion by Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane (1992), who emphasised that 
housework and childcare should be measured separately in order to better determine 
men's involvement in parenting, this chapter investigates housework, and the following 
chapter examines childrearing and other child-related tasks. These two dimensions are 
seen as separate, yet complementary dimensions of parenting, and the two chapters will 
provide information on the responsibility for parenting. 
There are two main reasons for examining household tasks when measuring parental 
involvement. Firstly, it is important to understand the impact of having a child in the 
household on the division of household labour-that is, what changes occur in task 
responsibility. Secondly, the volume of household tasks increases when there are 
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children in the household . There is more to cook, there is more to clean. The day-to-
day tasks of providing for a child are highly demanding. Even though they are not 
immediately thought of as childrearing tasks in the developmental sense, they are 
instrumentally related to the developmental dimension of bringing up a child. 
This chapter examines how children and other factors impact on the division of 
household labour, and is the final chapter to use NLC data to compare behaviour at 
different lifecourse stages. The first section centres on the division of household labour, 
the differences in the division of household labour in households with and without 
children present, and the impact of respondent's age and women's work status on the 
household division of labour. The second section focuses on other widely used 
explanations of the division of labour, such as financial resources, and marital status to 
investigate variation in responsibility for indoor and outdoor work. 
7.1 HOUSEHOLD DIVISION OF LABOUR 
7.1.1 Indoor and outdoor household work 
Many sociological studies have found that men mainly participate in 'outdoor jobs' 
such as taking out the garbage and mowing the lawn, while women are primarily 
involved in 'indoor jobs' consisting of tasks such as doing the laundry, cooking meals, 
and vacuuming (see Baxter, 1993; Baxter, 1998). Similarly, it has been found that 
women are largely responsible for childrearing tasks. 
This separation of responsibility by gender is known as the division of household 
labour. The classification used to differentiate between indoor and outdoor tasks used in 
the studies outlined above is not straightforward. The difficulty is that indoor work is 
usually defined to include tasks such as going shopping-a task which certainly does 
not occur in the house, while outdoor tasks usually include items such as repairing 
things around the house-repairs that may actually be made inside the house. 
Sometimes the division is simply referred to as women's household work and men's 
household work. However, as I do not want to suggest that these roles are immutably 
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the domain of men or women, which would ignore the vast amount of literature on the 
way men and women 'do gender' 1, the indoor/outdoor definition will be used. 
Typically, the theories used to explain the division of household labour relate to sex-
role attitudes, women's time spent in paid employment and economic power (relative-
resources) (Baxter, 1998; Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane, 1992; Ross, 1987; Thompson and 
Walker, 1989). One other dimension of household work is evident in the data that are 
being presented-that is, who has responsibility for maintaining social activities. This 
dimension will be briefly examined by sex, age and work status. 
Difference by /ifecourse stage 
It has been found that when parents have their first child there is a shift toward a more 
traditional division of labour between the man and woman (Belsky et al., 1985; Gray, 
2000; LaRossa and LaRossa, 1981). The presence of children in a household also 
increases the amount of domestic labour that is performed, both in the amount of time 
spent on domestic labour, and in the number of tasks that need to be carried out. The 
purpose of using a lifecourse approach to investigate men's and women's involvement 
in household labour, is to determine who has the main responsibility for household tasks 
at different lifecourse stages (or in different child-status groups). These terms will be 
used interchangeably. 
This section compares the situation of men and women who have no children, with men 
and women who have children2. These three groups are: people with no children in the 
household who say they want a child in the future (no child); people whose youngest 
child in the household is under five years of age; and respondents whose youngest child 
in the household is aged five to twelve years of age. These groups are significantly 
different by age, with the no child group having a median age of 28, the youngest child 
under five group having a median age of 34, and the child five to twelve group having a 
median age of39. 
1 Baxter, in theorising the relationship between marital status and the division of household labour, 
suggests that this perspective: 'argues that housework is not simply about doing household tasks, but 
involves the symbolic enactment of gender, a process which is most evident within marriage' (Baxter, 
2001:16) 
2 Note that this comparison was also used in Section 3.2.2, Chapter 3, where an explanation of how 
respondents were categorised was given. 
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The data used are from NLC, and as discussed, for comparison purposes, only the 
experiences of respondents in a live-in relationship are included. The presentation of 
data for the three groups provides a depiction of how children of different ages impact 
on respondents' participation in domestic labour. 
In NLC, seventeen questions relating to household labour were asked of respondents. 
These questions are available at Appendix 2. For each activity, respondents were asked 
whether: they do most; they do more; they share equally with their partner; their partner 
does more; their partner does most; or, whether it was not applicable to their situation. 
To enable cross-classification by sex, responses have been coded so that categories for 
each task identify whether the woman does more, they share the task equally, or the 
man does more. It should be noted that there is no significant difference between what 
men and women report about themselves and about each other. 
The relationship between age and household work 
It has been suggested that young people need to form relationships where men and 
women share the 'process of raising children and making a home' (Goldscheider and 
Waite, 1991:22). In their book New families, no families, Goldscheider and Waite 
(1991) propose two options for the direction of families. New families, are those: 
in which men and women increasingly share not only the economic but also the 
domestic responsibilities of the household, teaching their children to do so, as well. 
(Goldscheider and Waite, 1991:7) 
In comparison, no families are those: 
in which men and women forgo marriage and children and support themselves (and 
only themselves), living apart from each other and often from any family setting. 
(Goldscheider and Waite, 1991:7) 
This chapter investigates division of household labour by age to determine whether 
young people are embracing Goldscheider and Waite's 'new families'-that is, whether 
young people in relationships have a more shared division of labour than do people at 
older ages. However, the attempt to investigate the division of household labour by age 
is problematic. The question of whether we are measuring differences by lifecourse 
stage, or by generation (or cohort) arises. To determine this, longitudinal data would be 
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superior, but none are currently available for analysis. Instead, this analysis compares 
the differences in behaviour between lifecourse groups while controlling for age, and 
additionally estimates the proportional distribution in responsibility at different age 
groups. 
The relationship between paid labour and household work 
Chapter five overviewed the work situation of men and women based on their family 
situation, and considered how family-friendly policies and initiatives are used by 
parents. In comparison, the current chapter, while recognising the relationship between 
people's involvement in paid employment and their parental status, emphasises how 
labour force participation may influence the type of household tasks undertaken. 
As paid work has been hypothesised as being important in explaining the division of 
household labour, paid work has been included in this examination of household work. 
It is stated in a review by Thompson and Walker that: 
Kamo's (1988) model epitomizes this explanation: employed women have less time to 
do family work, so their husbands take up the slack and do more housework and child 
care. Women's employment also provides them with resources, especially earnings. 
Partners hold certain beliefs about whether wage and family work ought to be shared or 
separated by gender. Women's employment, their accrued resources, and both partners' 
sex-role orientations combine to shape power in marriage. 
(Thompson and Walker, 1989:856) 
As noted, this widely used explanation of the division of household labour, covers the 
themes of relative resources, practicality, and ideology (see Baxter, 1998; Ishii-Kuntz 
and Coltrane, 1992). 
For analytic purposes in this chapter, employment status in the week prior to the survey 
will be examined to identify whether it affects the amount of housework for which 
individuals are responsible. 
7.1.2 Description of responsibility for household work 
A percentage distribution of each task for the three child-status groups is presented at 
Table 7 .1. If the task was not applicable to the household the respondent has been 
excluded from the analysis. Data are presented to show the behaviours of men and 
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women m each of the three groups. The results show the indoor/outdoor pattern 
previously described, where men are much more likely than women to be involved in 
outdoor and maintenance tasks, and women are much more likely than men to be 
involved in indoor domestic tasks. 
For all respondents in the three groups, of the seventeen household tasks that are 
measured, only two do not significantly vary by child-status group. The first, making 
arrangements to have repairs done, has similar proportions c;>f men taking responsibility, 
women taking responsibility and couples sharing the tasks equally, between the groups. 
In comparison, organising your social life does not significantly vary by child-status 
group, where sharing equally, the most popular option, was similar across the three 
groups. 
An overview of responsibility for households tasks in the data 
An examination of the combined experience of the three child-status groups showed a 
marked difference between what men and women do. The first panel in Table 7 .1 
displays tasks that can be regarded as indoor jobs. These include doing the dishes, 
cleaning the house and vacuuming, doing the laundry, and cleaning the bathroom and 
toilet. Of these eight items, three have over 30 per cent of respondents indicating that 
they share the tasks equally (Figure 7 .1 ). Shopping for food and other essentials have 32 
per cent of respondents indicating that they share the task equally, while doing the 
dishes (36 per cent) and preparing breakfast ( 43 per cent) have relatively higher 
proportions sharing. The items that have the lowest proportions sharing are: doing the 
laundry (17 per cent); doing the ironing (16 per cent); preparing the evening meal (18 
per cent); and, cleaning the bathroom and toilet (20 per cent). The indoor tasks where 
men are more likely to perform a greater share than for other household jobs, are doing 
the dishes (14 per cent), and preparing breakfast (11 per cent). 
In comparison, women's responsibility for these indoor tasks is larger, with the 
proportion of women who do the most being greater than 50 per cent for every task 
except for preparing breakfast (46 per cent). Women reportedly have the most 
responsibility for: doing the laundry (79 per cent); doing the ironing (77 per cent); 
preparing the evening meal (74 per cent); and, cleaning the bathroom and toilet (74 per 
cent). These are also the tasks that have the lowest level of sharing between partners. 
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Table 7.1: Percentage distribution of who does more of household labour in couple households by child-status group. 
Child-status group 
No child Child <5 Child 5-12 
Household task Women Share Men Women Share Men Women Share Men 
Doing the dishes*** 37.4 47.9 14.7 52.7 32.9 14.5 52.5 34.5 13.0 
Preparing breakfast* 12.6 67.1 20.3 53.4 37.6 8.9 49.9 39.2 10.9 
Preparing the evening meal* 47.9 35.6 16.6 80.0 14.3 5.7 79.5 15.2 5.3 
Cleaning the house and vacuuming* 50.0 41.l 8.9 77.8 20.0 2.1 75.5 20.8 3.7 
Doing the laundry* 53.9 38.2 7.9 84.6 12.0 3.5 84.5 12.7 2.8 
Doing the ironing* 52.1 34.9 13.0 80.2 14.9 4.9 84.5 10.0 5.4 
Cleaning the bathroom and toilet* 56.1 31.6 12.3 78.7 16.9 4.4 76.4 18.0 5.6 
Shopping for food and other essentials* 32.3 61.0 6.7 64.4 30.3 5.3 69.7 22.5 7.8 
Repairing things around the house*** 3.1 23.3 73.6 8.5 12.4 79.1 10.1 15.5 74.4 
Making arrangements to have 
repairs done 32.3 35.4 32.3 35.3 25.9 38.8 32.6 27.2 40.2 
Taking out rubbish*** 7.2 36.1 56.6 12.8 27.0 60.2 16.6 29.5 53.9 
Mowing the lawn*** 6.9 16.7 76.5 4.6 11.3 84.1 10.6 14.3 75.2 
Taking care of the garden*** 23.3 48.9 27.8 24.1 37.9 37.9 32.3 34.8 32.9 
Caring for pets*** 22.4 56.1 21.5 32.3 38.9 28.8 40.0 39.3 20.7 
Driving the car when you are going 15.7 34.6 49.7 7.4 28.6 64.1 5.1 32.6 62.4 
somewhere together* 
Organising your social life 28.3 69.3 2.4 31.8 63.1 5.1 33.6 58.9 7.6 
Keeping in touch with relatives*** 33.1 65.0 1.8 44.4 52.8 2.8 41.9 53.2 4.9 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
* Significant difference between child-status groups at P<0.0001 level. 
*** Significant difference between child-status groups at P<0.05 level. 
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Figure 7.1: Percentage distribution of who does more of selected indoor household 
tasks. 
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The situation is reversed when outdoor household tasks are considered. Although there 
was little difference between the proportions of men and women who take primary 
responsibility for making arrangements to have repairs done, there was a great deal of 
difference among the other tasks. This is presented in the second panel of Table 7 .1, and 
graphically in Figure 7 .2. Task sharing was more evident in: making arrangements to 
have repairs done (28 per cent); taking out rubbish (29.5 per cent); and taking care of 
the garden (38 per cent). 
Respondents report that men do most of the household repairs (76 per cent); mowing 
the lawn (79 per cent); and taking out the rubbish (57 per cent). These are also the tasks 
that women are least likely to do. 
The final set of questions, presented in the third panel of Table 7 .1, show the results of 
tasks which represent a different dimension of household work. These tasks are social 
activities; and these are the tasks that are most likely to be share equally. However, for 
those who do not share these tasks equally, the tasks are differentiated by gender. 
Women are more likely to take responsibility for social contact such as organising 
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social activities, and keeping in touch with relatives, and men are more likely to take 
responsibility for driving the car when going out together. Women do slightly more of 
taking care of the pets. 
Figure 7.2: Percentage distribution of who does more of selected outdoor 
household tasks. 
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An examination of household tasks by lifecourse group 
This pattern, where women have predominant responsibility for indoor tasks and men 
for outdoor tasks, is evident across child-status groups-but with striking distinctions. 
The results are reported under the child-status groups: no child; youngest child under 
five; and youngest child aged five to twelve (Table 7.1). The most obvious difference is 
the amount of sharing in the group who have no child. Men and women in this group 
are much more likely to share all types of household labour than those in the groups 
with children. It seems that the arrival of children instates the household division of 
labour. 
The second pattern is that respondents with children aged five to twelve have a greater 
proportion of women doing more of outdoor tasks than respondents with a child under 
five. In turn, these respondents have a greater proportion of women doing outdoor tasks 
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than those with no children. Men's participation in indoor tasks is higher in the group 
with no child, as compared to the group with a child under five. Fathers who have a 
child aged five to twelve have similar participation to the men whose youngest child 
was aged less than five. The obverse side of this is that women have more responsibility 
for indoor tasks when there is a child present than women in the group with no children. 
This means that women have higher levels of responsibility for both indoor and outdoor 
tasks when there is a child present in the household. 
The sharing of household tasks is an important part of household work. For respondents 
with no child, over 30 per cent of respondents share indoor tasks equally. In fact, out of 
the seventeen household tasks, only two (repairing things around the house, and 
mowing the lawn) have less than 30 per cent sharing in this child-status group. 
The no child group is also the group where men are most likely to take responsibility for 
indoor tasks, particularly items such as preparing breakfast (20 per cent), preparing the 
evening meal (17 per cent), doing the ironing (13 per cent), and cleaning the bathroom 
and toilet (12 per cent). In this group, women are least likely to be mostly responsible 
for preparing breakfast. However, these patterns do not continue in the categories with 
children. 
The analysis of household work by lifecourse stage, found a large difference in who 
does what, when comparing households with people that intend to have children and 
households in which there are children under age five. The difference between these 
two groups was greater than between the two groups with children, where the 
percentages of who does more are quite similar. Examples of the difference between 
those who do not have a child, and those with a child under five years of age are 
presented at Figure 7.3. 
For all household tasks there is a decrease in the proportion of couples who share the 
task equally between those who intend to have children, and households with children. 
This analysis, based on bivariate tests of differences between groups, suggests that there 
is a relationship between having a child in the household and a decreased amount of 
sharing of household tasks and an increased responsibility for indoor and outdoor work 
for women and men respectively. However, other factors need to be considered. The 
first one to be controlled is age. 
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Figure 7.3: Percentage distribution of who does more of selected household tasks 
by household type by child-status groups. 
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Does age impact on involvement in household work by the different lifecourse 
groups? 
As noted earlier, the lifecourse groups are differentiated by age, with respondents who 
have no child having a mean age of 28, respondents with a child under five having a 
mean age of 33, and respondents with a child aged five to twelve having a mean age of 
39. Given this difference in age between the groups, the question should be asked: 'Is 
the pattern between child-status groups simply a function of age?'; that is, are we just 
seeing a pattern by age cohort? 
In order to answer this question, multivariate analysis controlling for age is required. 
For this purpose multinomial logistic regression, followed by multiple classification 
analysis (MCA) has been used. Multinomial logistic regression1 is the analytical 
technique appropriate to the data. That is, it is a technique that is suitable for categorical 
dependent variables. Multiple classification analysis is then used to estimate proportions 
1 An assumption of multinomial logistic regression is that the data used is random. NLC data are used for 
this analysis, which supports this assumption. The method of analysis used here is that recommended by 
Retherford and Choe (1993). 
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based on multinomial logistic regression coefficients. The analysis must be conducted 
for each household task. The main benefit of using multinomial logistic regression is 
that it is a multivariate technique that controls the effect of other explanatory variables. 
Retherford and Choe (1993) note that the interpretation of odds and log odds in 
multinomial logistic regression is different to logistic regression. They strongly advise 
the use of multiple classification analysis to avoid misinterpretation of results: 
the interpretation of coefficients is not as straightforward as in binary logit regression ... 
Therefore, in presenting results of multinomial logit analysis, we deemphasize the odds 
and log odds and focus instead on the effects of the predictor variables directly on P1, 
P2, andP3. 
(Retherford and Choe, 1993:153) 
An example of the form that the multinomial logistic model takes is presented for one 
household task: 
Figure 7.4: Multinomial logistic model for household task. 
A: Age of respondent 
U: 1 if child under five, 
0 if otherwise 
F: 1 if child five to twelve, 
0 if otherwise 
where, 
P1: estimated probability of man doing more 
P2: estimated probability of sharing equally 
P3: estimated probability of woman doing more 
(Equation 2) 
(Equation 3) 
(Equation 4) 
The coefficients, standard errors and odds ratios obtained from the multinomial logistic 
regression are presented at Appendix Tables 7.la-c. Appendix Table 7.la holds the 
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results for indoor household tasks, and Appendix Table 7 .1 b and 7. le hold the results 
for outdoor work and social tasks respectively. 
To obtain the probabilities using MCA, the model form is: 
a1+b1A+cp+d1F p = __ e ____ _ 
1 l+L,ea1+b,A+cp+d1F 
ea2+b2A+c2U+d2F 
P=-------
2 l+L,ea2+h2A+c2U+d2F 
(Equation 5) 
(Equation 6) 
(Equation 7) 
Estimated proportions are calculated using these formulas, where the summations range 
from j=l to j=2. The value substituted for age can be the mean or it can be selected. The 
tables at Appendix Tables 7 .2a-c show the estimated proportion in each lifecourse 
group of women doing most, sharing equally, or men doing most for each household 
task at ages 25 (7 .2a), 30 (7 .2b ), and 35 (7 .2c ), that is, the ages have been imputed. 
Age only makes a significant difference to the model for a few household tasks (for 
figures see Appendix Tables 7.2a-c), most notably, shopping for food and other 
essentials, and organising social activities. Age is also a factor in determining whether 
the man does more or the woman does more in doing the dishes, repairing things around 
the house, and keeping in touch with friends and relatives. Finally, age is statistically 
significant in determining whether a couple shares the household tasks equally, or 
whether women do more in preparing the evening meal, doing the ironing, and caring 
for pets. 
What this suggests is that for most household tasks, there is no statistical difference 
between the division of labour controlling for age. The impact of controlling for age is 
represented for a few household tasks at Figure 7 .5a-d (for proportions see Appendix 
Tables 7.2a-c). However, even where age is significant, the results show that when age 
is controlled, the pattern of household division of labour remains. The estimated 
proportions displayed at Appendix Tables 7 .2a-c, show that regardless of imputed age, 
respondents who have no child are the most likely to share h~usehold tasks. Further, 
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women are mainly responsible for indoor tasks, while men are mainly responsible for 
outdoor tasks. 
Figure 7.Sa: Who does more of household labour? - Doing the dishes: Raw data 
and estimated proportions from MCA (age controlled). Three lifecourse groups. 
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Figure 7.Sb: Who does more of household labour? - Preparing breakfast: Raw 
data and estimated proportions from MCA (age controlled). Three lifecourse 
groups. 
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Figure 7.Sc: Who does more of household labour? - Shopping for food and other 
essentials: Raw data and estimated proportions from MCA (age controlled). Three 
lif ecourse groups. 
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Figure 7.Sd: Who does more of household labour?-Taking out the rubbish: Raw 
data and estimated proportions from MCA (age controlled). Three lifecourse 
groups. 
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The hypothesis that younger cohorts will experience greater levels of sharing or 
participation in household labour by men is not supported by these analyses. For these 
young couples, women actually do more. This indicates that young women and men 
who are involved in live-in relationships at this stage of life have a more traditional 
division of labour than has been predicted. 
These results do not indicate a likely change in the division of household labour in the 
near future. However, as noted at the outset, analysis of longitudinal data would be a 
more reliable method for examining these issues. 
Does women's paid Jabour make a difference to who does more of household 
work by the different lifecourse groups? 
As noted in Chapter five, women are much more likely than men to experience a broken 
career path. It was noted that in the childbearing and childrearing years, women are 
likely to take a period of time away from work, or decrease their working hours. The 
reason for this reduction of involvement in the paid labour force is primarily the care of 
young children. However, a resulting outcome may be that women who are not in paid 
employment do more housework. As with age, the question which arises and needs to 
be addressed is: 'Is the pattern between child-status groups a function of women's work 
status?', that is, are we just seeing a pattern by women's work status? 
The same technique that controlled for age of respondent is used to control for women's 
work status. The model used previously at Figure 7.4 is built on to control for women's 
involvement in the paid labour force. Included in the model is whether or not the 
woman was employed in the week previous to the survey1• 
An example of the form that the multinomial logistic model takes when including 
women's work status is presented for one household task (Figure 7.6): 
1 The variable whether the woman worked last week is significantly related to whether both partners 
worked last week. Women's work status was used in the model in place of both working, as it is easier to 
discuss what happens when women move in and out of the paid labour force. 
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Figure 7.6: Multinomial logistic model for estimating household task (including 
work status). 
P1: estimated probability of man doing more 
P2: estimated probability of sharing equally 
A: Age of respondent 
U: 1 if child under five, 
0 if otherwise P3: estimated probability of woman doing more 
F: 1 if child five to twelve, 
O if otherwise 
W: 1 if woman worked last week 
0 if woman did not work last 
WP.P.k 
where, 
(Equation 8) 
(Equation 9) 
(Equation 10) 
The coefficients, standard errors and odds ratios obtained from the multinomial logistic 
regression are presented at Appendix Tables 7.3a-c. 
To obtain the probabilities using MCA, the model form is: 
eai+/JiA+cp +d1F +e,W 
P.=--------
1 1+ L,ea1+b,A+cp+d1F+e1W 
e az +b2A+c2U +d2F +e2 W 
P. = ---------
2 1+ L,ea2+b2A+c2U+d2F+e2W 
(Equation 11} 
(Equation 12) 
(Equation 13) 
Estimated proportions are calculated using these formulas, where the summations range 
from j=l to j=2. Table 7.2 shows the estimated proportion in each lifecourse group of 
women doing most, sharing equally or men doing most for the household tasks where 
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women's work status makes a significant difference to the model. This is done holding 
age constant at 35.02 (mean age). 
Women's work status significantly changes who does more for some household tasks. 
In households where women do not work, they are much more likely to do the dishes, 
prepare breakfast, prepare the evening meal, clean the house and vacuum, and do the 
ironing, than in households where women do work. Correspondingly, the level of 
sharing and the proportion of men doing more decreases. 
This is true for all lifecourse groups, but the pattern indicated previously remains-
when children are present in the household, women do more of indoor household tasks 
than when no children are in the household. 
An interesting pattern is noticeable for keeping in touch with friends and relatives. 
When men and women do not have children there is a large degree of sharing this task 
equally, that is they both do it. However, when children are present in the household 
this pattern changes dramatically, with men's participation falling sharply, and women's 
sole responsibility increasing. This suggests that men who have children are less likely 
to keep in touch with friends and relatives, while women maintain contact with friends 
and relatives, or make new contacts. This will be discussed further in Chapter eight. 
While women's work status impacts on who does more for six tasks, it does not 
significantly change who does more of the remaining eleven tasks. This indicates that 
women's work status does affect who has more responsibility for some household tasks. 
In looking for a pattern in the tasks that women remain primarily responsible for, it 
appears that women are responsible for the repetitive household maintenance tasks. 
Due to the many tasks that are accounted for, the analysis should be simplified. 
Discussing each individual task is somewhat meaningless when taken in the context of 
all household jobs. The following section reduces the data, and explains the relationship 
between age, and women's work status, with indoor and outdoor work, for all lifecourse 
groups. 
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Table 7.2: Estimated proportions of who does more of household labour by child-status group and women's employment status, where 
women's employment significantly changes the overall model. 
Child-status group 
Woman No child Child<5 Child 5-12 
Household task works Women Share Men Women Share Men Women Share Men 
Doing the dishes No 45.4 41.5 13 58.9 29.5 11.6 64.8 27.9 7,2 
Yes 32.2 48.6 19.2 44.7 36.9 18.4 51.4 36.6 12 
Preparing breakfast No 17.2 61.1 21.7 58.9 33.2 7.9 58.3 33.7 8 
Yes 11.7 64.5 23.8 47.9 41.8 10.3 47.3 42.3 10.4 
Preparing the evening meal No 60.7 22.3 17 84.5 10.7 4.8 83.9 13 3.1 
Yes 48.4 29.3 22.2 76.9 16 7.1 76 19.4 4.6 
Cleaning the house No 54.9 41.4 3.7 79.5 19.5 1 78.4 20.3 1.2 
and vacuuming Yes 48.5 40 11.5 76.1 20.4 3.5 74.7 21.2 4.2 
Doing the ironing No 67.6 21.6 10.8 87.1 9.1 3.9 92.7 4.1 3.2 
Yes 44.8 41 14.2 72.1 21.5 6.4 83.6 10.6 5.8 
Keeping in touch with No 29.2 64 6.7 42.2 53.7 4.1 41.6 55.1 3.3 
friends and relatives Yes 33.4 63.9 2.7 46.6 51.8 1.6 45.8 52.9 1.3 
Source: NLC 1997. 
...... 
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7.2 A FURTHER EXAMINATION OF THE INDOOR/OUTDOOR 
PATTERN BY LIFECOURSE GROUP 
The previous analyses examined each household task individually. When each 
multivariate analysis result is presented with the other household tasks, the 
indoor/outdoor pattern that other researchers have found is evident. However, due to the 
analysis used, only a small number of explanatory variables could be modelled. This 
section looks at the relationship between other theoretically important factors, such as 
education, income and marital status, to explain indoor and outdoor work. 
In order to simplify the data, a data reduction technique (factor analysis) is used to 
provide the scales of indoor and outdoor work. It is then possible to look at the 
predictors for a total measure of indoor work and a total measure of outdoor work. 
Principal axis factoring was used to look at the underlying dimensions of the set of 
questions related to household tasks 1• The indoor and outdoor composite scales have 
been compiled from responses to eight questions related to indoor work, and five related 
to outdoor work (for a list of included items see Appendix 10 and for the reliability 
analysis see Appendix Table 7.3). The scales are suitable to use as they are conceptually 
different, and have acceptable alpha scores (Indoor: 0.93; Outdoor: 0.73). The scale 
ranges from zero to ten, with zero representing no responsibility, and ten representing 
total responsibility. 
7.2.1 Analysis of overall measures of indoor and outdoor work by 
background characteristics 
As discussed, the theories of responsibility for household work that are most commonly 
investigated are relative resources, sex-role attitudes and women's time spent in paid 
employment. More recently, Baxter (2001) has found that marital status (that is, 
whether respondents are in a cohabiting or legally married relationship) is related to 
equity in the household. It is theorised that this relationship is driven by 'the symbolic 
enactment of gender, a process which is most evident within marriage' (Baxter, 
1 From a set of 17 questions, the statistical technique factor analysis using principal axis factoring, found 
three household labour scales - one representing indoor work, one outdoor work, and one social 
organising. Social organising tasks are not examined for this discussion on indoor and outdoor work. 
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2001:16). This section integrates these concepts with those already explored to 
determine responsibility for indoor and outdoor work. The background characteristics 
that are considered are: 
Family and personal status 
6. Age 
7. Child-status group 
8. Age at first birth 
9. Number of children in household 
10. Marital status 
11. Country of birth 
Financial/resource factors 
4. Education 
5. Income 
6. Whether respondent worked in the previous week 
7. Whether both partners worked in the previous week 
Attitudes 
4. Attitude scale Women's role in society 
5. Attitude scale Woman's independence 
6. Attitude scale Woman's dependence 
Indoor work 
Bivariate analysis 
Analysis of variance (ANOV A) was used to determine differences in mean scores by 
background characteristic (Table 7 .3). This was conducted for the total sample, and for 
men and women separately. The most obvious difference for indoor work is in the 
difference in mean scores. for men and women. Women are much more likely to have 
responsibility for indoor work (8.2) than men (2.6). 
For the total sample, child-status group is not related to score of indoor housework. 
However, when this is compared by sex of respondent, the pattern found previously is 
evident. Men who have no children in the household have a higher mean score ( 4.0) 
than men who have children present (2.3). The reverse pattern is evident for women, 
154 
where those with no children have a lower mean score (6.9), than those who have 
children present (8.4 ). 
Table 7.3: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of indoor scale by 
explanatory variables. 
Indoor housework 
Explanatory variable Female Male Total 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 2.6 (1.82) 
Female 8.2 (1.52) 
Child status group 
No child 6.9 (1.72) 4.0 (1.80) 5.5 (2.28) 
Child 0-4 8.4 (1.38) 2.3 (1.63) 5.8 (3.35) 
Child 5-12 8.5 (1.34) 2.4 (1.79) 5.6 (3.46) 
Age group 
Under 30 7.8 (l.78) 3.5 (1.86) 6.3 (2.72) 
30-34 8.2 (1.60) 2.6 (1.68) 5.9 (3.22) 
35-39 8.3 (l.41) 2.4 (1.88) 6.0 (3.28) 
40-44 8.6 (1.30) 2.5 (1.87) 5.0 (3.45) 
45+ 8.4 (1.39) 2.6 (1.65) 5.0 (3.26) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 7.4 (1.82) 4.1 (1.78) 6.1 (2.40) 
Married and living together 8.4 (1.43) 2.4 (1.75) 5.6 (3.35) 
Born in Australia? 
No 8.5 (1.27) 2.8 (2.17) 5.8 (3.33) 
Yes 8.2 (l.58) 2.6 (l.72) 5.6 (3.23) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 8.5 (1.49) 2.5 (l.76) 6.1 (3.32) 
Higher than secondary 8.0 (1.53) 2.7 (1.86) 5.4 (3.17) 
Worked last week? 
No 8.5 (1.36) 2.3 (l.49) 7.7 (2.56) 
Yes 8.0 (1.61) 2.7 (1.85) 4.9 (3.17) 
Both worked last week? 
No 8.6 (1.32) 2.0 (1.46) 5.6 (3.55) 
Yes 8.0 (1.62) 3.1 (1.92) 5.7 (3.03) 
Correlation coefficient 
Number of children in the household 0.29 -0.27 O.Ql 
Age at first birth (or current age) -0.15 0.05 -0.23 
Net income (Net2a) -cu1 -0.07 -0.37 
Women's role in society -0.21 0.33 0.21 
Woman's independence -0.20 0.17 0.09 
Woman's dependence 0.13 -0.14 . -0.09 
Source: NLC 1997 data. 
Notes: Bolded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for 
respondents of that sex. 
N=933. 
Cells with counts smaller than five omitted. 
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The number of children in the household is also related to men's and women's scores 
on this housework measure. Men's score is negatively related to the number of children 
in their household, whereas higher numbers of children is positively related to women's 
involvement in indoor household work. 
Age of respondent is significantly related to the score on the indoor housework 
measure. Those who are younger have more responsibility for indoor work. This pattern 
is found for men, and is probably measuring child-status group to some extent. That is, 
younger men have higher mean scores than older age groups, and younger men are less 
likely to have children present in the household. Age at first birth, or current age for 
those who have no children, is negatively related to indoor work for women. 
Whether the respondent is cohabiting or legally married is related to score on the indoor 
housework measure, but the pattern is different for men and women. Men who are in 
cohabiting relationships have a higher mean score than men who are in legal marriages. 
For women, those who are in cohabiting relationships have lower mean scores than their 
married counterparts. This supports Baxter's (2001) hypothesis. 
Fot women, other factors that are related to indoor work are those that can be classed as 
resource factors. Education, whether the respondent worked last week, and whether 
both partners were working are all significantly related to indoor housework. The 
direction of this relationship is negative, with those who have higher than secondary 
~ 
education, or those. who were in paid work last week, scoring less on the housework 
scale. Whether both partners work is also related to men's involvement in indoor work, 
with those men who have a working partner doing more indoor housework. 
Finally, sex-role attitudes are related to this housework measure. All three attitude 
scales are associated with responsibility for indoor work, with women's role in society 
and woman's independence being negatively associated for women, and positively 
associated for men. Woman's dependence shows the reverse pattern. 
Regression analysis 
Although these relationships are significant, it is important to determine whether they 
are real or spurious relationships. To better understand the relationship between the 
background factors and indoor housework, two regression models were conducted. One 
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is to determine the important factors associated with men's involvement, and one to see 
if background characteristics are related to women's involvement. Variables are in 
interval or dichotomous form, and are described in Figure 7. 7. 
Figure 7. 7: Regression model estimating responsibility for indoor housework. 
A: Age of respondent 
B: 0 Age at first birth (or current age) 
<30 
1 Age at first birth (or current 
age) 30+ 
C: 0 Not born in Australia 
1 Born in Australia 
F: O Cohabiting 
1 Legally married 
H: 0 Secondary education or less 
1 Higher than secondary 
I: O No child aged 0-4 
1 Child aged 0-4 
J: O No child aged 5-12 
1 Child aged 5-12 
M: Final net year income 
P: 0 Both partner's not working 
1 Both partner's working 
V: Attitude - women's place in society 
W: Attitude- woman's independence 
X: Attitude - woman's dependence 
where, 
__. Y: estimated score for responsibility for 
indoor housework 
Y=~+~A+~B+~C+~F+~H+~I+~l+~M+~P+ 
b10S +b11V +b12W +b13 X +e 
(Equation 14) 
Regression models including all the variables were conducted to look at the relationship 
between the background characteristics and indoor housework for men and women. For 
men, many of the theorised factors were associated with men's involvement with indoor 
housework (Appendix Table 7.4). Legal marital status, child status, whether both 
partners in the household were working last week, and their score on the sex-role 
attitude scale were statistically significant factors. 
Men who had a child aged zero to four, and men who had a child aged five to twelve, 
were less likely to participate in indoor household work. Having a child in either age 
group reduced men's participation by over one coefficient point. Similarly, men who 
were married were likely to score less than men who were in an unmarried cohabiting 
relationship. 
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If men lived in a household where both partners were employed, their participation was 
higher by about 0.6 of a point, and the higher their score on the women's role in society 
scale, the higher their estimated score for indoor work. 
As an example of the results computed from the equation, a man who is in a cohabiting 
relationship, with one child aged zero to four, both parents working, and a mean score 
of eight on the women's role in society scale, would score an estimated 3.65 on the 
indoor work scale. A father who is married, with a child aged zero to four, a child aged 
five to twelve, both parents not working and the same score on the attitude scale, would 
score only 0.85. 
For women similar factors are important, but show a reverse relationship (Appendix 
Table 7.5). Women who have a child aged zero to four, or child aged five to twelve 
have greater estimated scores than those who do not have a child. Further, a negative 
correlation is found between attitude to women's role in society and indoor work. Age 
at first birth was not significantly related to indoor work for men, but it is significantly 
related to indoor work for women. This relationship shows a small negative coefficient. 
Although marital status was a significant predictor of men's involvement in indoor 
work, this is not true for women. 
Outdoor work 
Bivariate analysis 
As expected men score higher on the outdoor scale (7.7) than women (3.6). 
Theoretically, there is not very much information available on responsibility for outdoor 
work. Therefore, the same background factors are considered as for indoor work (Table 
7.4). 
For neither men nor women is there much variation in responsibility for outdoor work. 
The distribution is similar across different characteristics, so there is little variation by 
age, marital status, country of birth or education. These results are consistent across 
characteristics. The only characteristic that is important for men is that they have a 
higher score if both partners work, compared to if only one is working. 
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Due to the lack of explanatory power, these variables are not included in a multivariate 
model. 
Table 7.4: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of outdoor scale by 
explanatory variables. 
Outdoor housework 
Explanatory variable Female Male Total 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 7.7 (1.71) 
Female 3.6 (2.01) 
Child status group 
No child 3.9 (l.72) 7.6 (1.88) 5.5 (2.59) 
Child 0-4 3.4 (1.94) 7.8 (l.49) 5.2 (2.83) 
Child 5-12 3.9 (2.15) 7.5 (l.87) 5.6 (2.72) 
Age group 
Under 30 3.3 (1.88) 4.5 (2.17) 4.5 (2.64) 
30-34 3.1 (1.83) 5.0 (l.65) 5.0 (2.88) 
35-39 3.9 (1.92) 5.2 (l.72) 5.2 (2.54) 
40-44 4.0 (2.39) 6.1 (1.69) 6.1 (2.72) 
45+ 3.6 (1.94) 6.2 (l.48) 6.2 (2.79) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 3.6 (1.99) 7.5 (2.29) 4.9 (2.78) 
Married and living together 3.6 (2.01) 7.7 (1.65) 5.4 (2.75) 
Born in Australia? 
No 3.4 (2.15) 7.7 (2.05) 5.3 (2.98) 
Yes 3.7 (l.97) 7.7 (l.63) 5.4 (2.71) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 3.7 (2.11) 7.6 (1.82) 5.2 (2.76) 
Higher than secondary 3.6 (l.90) 7.7 (l.63) 5.6 (2.74) 
Worked last week? 
No 3.6 (l.93) 7.8 (l.93) 4.2 (2.39) 
Yes 3.6 (2.05) 7.7 (l.69) 5.8 (2.75) 
Both worked last week? 
No 3.7 (1.91) 7.4 (1.88) 5.3 (2.64) 
Yes 3.6 (2.06) 7.9 (1.56) 5.5 (2.82) 
Correlation coefficient 
Number of children in the household 0.01 0.05 -0.01 
Age at first birth (or current age) -0.01 0.09 0.21 
Net income (Net2a) -0.01 -0.09 0.22 
Women's role in society 0.01 -0.01 -0.12 
Woman's independence 0.02 0.05 -0.04 
Woman's dependence -0.01 0.05 0.09 
Source: NLC 1997 data. 
Notes: Bolded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for 
respondents of that sex. 
N=933. 
Cells with counts smaller than five omitted. 
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7.3 CONCLUSION 
As found in past studies it is evident from this examination of household work that there 
is a division of responsibility for household work by gender, with women taking 
responsibility for indoor work and men taking responsibility for outdoor work. In 
addition to this division of labour, having a child in the household impacts on the level 
of responsibility for household-based work. While child status does not affect 
involvement in outdoor work, the allocation of responsibility between child-status 
groups is evident for the indoor-based tasks. 
When a household contains children the volume of work increases and the division of 
household labour changes. In the pre-child group, men are more likely to be involved in 
indoor tasks. There is also more likely to be a higher degree of sharing. In comparison, 
the groups with a child present have a much more divided labour allocation. There is 
little evidence to suggest that age has an effect on the division of labour; but women's 
work status increases involvement of men and decreases involvement for women. 
Goldscheider and Waite's (1991) opinion is that young people should form 
relationships which are egalitarian. The choice is either 'new families' or 'no families'. 
The results of this analysis demonstrates that people who want children in the future 
have higher rates of sharing of household-based work. Although there are differences 
by lifecourse group, multivariate analysis shows that when participation is controlled by 
age there is no significant difference in the proportions responsible for indoor tasks. 
People aged 25 are no more likely to share indoor household tasks than people aged 35. 
This demonstrates that a shared division of labour is a function of child status not a 
function of age. 
It appears that there is little evidence to suggest a household labour pattern in the 
direction of 'new families' for younger generations. Perhaps people are increasingly 
choosing 'no families'. Further examination in this area would benefit from the use of 
longitudinal data. 
The analysis of indoor and outdoor work based on composite scores found further 
evidence that supports the findings of other researchers. Baxter (1998; 2001), Ishii-
Kuntz and Coltrane (1992), and Ross (1987) have emphasised three typical explanations 
for the division of household labour. These are sex-role attitudes, relative resources, and 
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women's time spent in paid employment. Further, Baxter (2001) has convincingly 
argued that the traditional division of labour is evident in more traditional relationships 
(such as legally married as opposed to cohabiting couples). 
In terms of men's involvement in indoor housework, these factors are predictive. 
Whether both partners worked in the paid labour force, score on the attitude scale of 
women's role in society, marital status, and the presence of children, were all associated 
with men's score on this household measure. It appears that men's behaviour is 
influenced by marital status with those in a cohabiting relationship more likely to do 
indoor housework than those who are legally married. Furthermore, for men having 
children in the household is related to doing less of indoor work. For women the 
opposite is true. 
This chapter finds that women do more of the household work, particularly when there 
are children present. However, when children are present not only does the 
responsibility for housework change, but there are different tasks which must be 
completed. This is the subject of the next chapter, which examines responsibility for 
childrearing tasks. 
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Responsibility for childrearing tasks 
-8-
Childrearing requires time and energy, and couples have to decide who will 
do what. Traditionally, the wife contributes most to childrearing, but with the 
rapid rise in the number of married women who work for pay, such a 
distribution of effort is not taken for granted anymore. 
(Kalmijn, 1999: 412) 
This chapter examines the caring and rearing of children. These aspects of parental 
involvement are areas which have multiple associated tasks. In considering these tasks, 
the aim is to determine the major day-to-day components involved in childrearing, and 
also to provide an overview of tasks that are provided irregularly or infrequently. While 
the tasks identified may be important components of raising a child, an assessment of 
their social or developmental importance is not covered. In order to reliably assess the 
importance of particular tasks to child development, it would be necessary to consider 
an extensive psychological literature background, which is not the aim of this chapter. 
Instead, the effect of different parenting styles on child development is discussed in the 
following chapter. 
The measurement of parental involvement is broadly based on Kamijn's (1999) four 
topic areas. These are the physical care of children, school-related activities, leisure 
activities, and talking with the child. Variations on these topics are made for use with 
the PS99 data, and include an examination of children's transport. 
Like the previous chapter on the division of household labour, this chapter looks at the 
way childrearing tasks are divided between mothers and fathers. Many authors have 
noted (Goldscheider and Waite, 1991; Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane, 1992) that the 
household tasks that men are most likely to be involved in, are tasks that are concerned 
' 
with the care of children. The direction of this chapter then, is to make fatherhood more 
visible by determining which childrearing tasks are important aspects of paternal 
involvement, and to investigate the variations among men. While this investigation 
takes fathers into account, it does not exclude mothers. It is found in this chapter, that 
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men do not appear to be more involved in childrearing than in other household labour, 
that tasks are divided by gender, and that women remain the primary caregivers and 
rearers. However, there are factors which are associated with greater involvement from 
fathers. 
8.1 MEASURING CHILDREARING TASKS 
The rearing of children consists of a seemingly endless number of tasks. Some of these 
are daily responsibilities, while others may only occur once over a parent's lifetime. 
They consist of tasks that are as necessary as feeding, as comprehensive as planning 
childcare attendance, or as unique as taking a child to its first day at school. 
8.1.1 Measures of parental involvement in childrearing tasks 
Due to the wide range of tasks associated with rearing children, it is useful to combine 
tasks into sets of like behaviours. Previous research on parental involvement has dealt 
with this in many varied ways. Twentieth century investigations of parenthood 
separated mothers' and fathers' roles, and 'motherhood came to be studied in isolation 
from fatherhood' (Edgar, 1997: 243). This has meant that the range of tasks has been 
divided into mothers' and fathers' jobs, rather than on sets ,of behaviours. Further, the 
emphasis has been on surveying mothers, not fathers (Bianchi and Casper, 2000; 
Marsiglio et al., 1998). The report of the Working Group on Conceptualizing Male 
Parenting argues that this masks men's involvement, and that men should be considered 
as 'individuals rather than as merely supports for mothers' (Marsiglio et al., 1998). 
This new way of conceptualising father involvement with children is in striking contrast 
to that proposed by John Bowlby or Benjamin Spock. Bowlby (1953) was a dominant 
force in childrearing literature, emphasising the importance of parent-child bonding 
(mother-child bonding), and raising concerns over the impact of maternal employment 
on child well-being. He also proposed that one of the most important roles for fathers 
was to keep the mother happy (Bowlby, 1953). 
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However, authors have been critical of this interpretation of men's importance, with 
Amato commenting: 
These theories were supported by, and in turn strengthened, commonly held beliefs 
about the existence of an instinctive-and even mystical-bond between mother and 
child. 
(Amato, 1987:22-23) 
More recently, Pease has also critiqued modern-day manuals written specifically for 
fathers suggesting that these popular writings are 'informed more by blithe platitudes 
than they are by critical thinking' (Pease, 1998). 
Research into the domains of parenting or childrearing typically cover similar sets of 
behaviours. Recently, physical care, school activities, leisure activities, and talk or 
conversation were used by Kalmijn (1999), while Milkie et al. (2000) used the five 
dimensions of discipline, play, emotional support, monitoring of activities, and basic 
care. 
It has also been suggested that 'individuals' implicit definitions of a "good father" may 
differ widely' (Emig and Greene, 1998). By this, Emig and Greene (1998) suggest that 
fathers' involvement is affected by individual and subcultural differences. An example 
of different implicit definitions is that of the case of parental investment (noted in 
Chapter six). In that investigation, it was found that the concept of investment had 
different meaning for men and women. Men were more likely to realise investment as 
providing financial investment, while women realised investment in their children in 
different ways. However, this is not to say that the men and women are homogenous 
opposed groups; there is certainly variation within each of them. 
Even though perceptual differences in involvement are evident, the working group on 
men's involvement advised that it is important to 'develop further an understanding of 
the factors that lead to positive forms of fathers' involvement', and highlighted four 
areas considered to be vital to paternal involvement (Emig and Greene, 1998). These 
areas are: nurturing and caregiving; moral and ethical guidance; emotional, practical, 
and psychosocial support of female partners; and economic provisioning or 
breadwinning. In Chapter five it was found that there is considerable attachment to the 
labour force for men with young children, and that the providing of financial support is 
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an important part of men's involvement. The concepts of nurturing and caregiving, and 
talking and listening to children are considered in this chapter. Although it is recognised 
that the emotional, practical, and psychosocial support of female partners, and issues of 
marital stability, are theorised to be involved in parental involvement (for example see 
Webster-Stratton and Hammond, 1999), this issue is not addressed. 
The overview of measurement of parenting behaviours presented here concentrates on 
the measurement of tasks. However, involvement can be conceptualised in different 
ways. A research brief from Child Trends, a US research institute, found that there are 
three important dimensions of paternal involvement. These are engagements, 
accessibility, and responsibility (Halle, 2000). These groups are based on the work of 
Lamb, et al. (1985), and it has been suggested that 'responsibility, which is often 
neglected in survey studies, may be the most important component of father 
involvement' (Cabrera et al., 2000). 
This broader overview is explicated by participation in specific tasks, such as economic 
provider, playmate, or caregiver. The tasks measured in this chapter are addressed 
specifically, rather than in broad conceptual terms, but where possible, tasks are noted 
as aspects of the accessibility, engagement, and responsibility dimensions. 
The sets of behaviours that are used to measure parental involvement in this chapter are: 
1. physical care; 2. school-related activities; 3. leisure activities; and, 4 talking with the 
child, as operationalised by Kalmijn (1999). The other behaviours considered are: 5. 
play; 6. monitoring; (Halle, 2000), and 7. transport and attendance at appointments. 
Discipline is considered in Chapter nine which addresses parenting styles. 
The use of PS99 in measuring parental involvement 
The areas discussed above are measured in PS99. This section outlines what questions 
are used to obtain information on the sets of behaviours. 
1. Physical care (Appendix 1, Part4 Q85!86): 
• Getting the child up in the morning; 
• Getting the child to bed at night; 
• Bathing the child; 
• Dressing the child in the morning; 
• Dressing the child for bed; 
• Preparing food for the child; 
• Feeding the child; 
• Washing the child's clothes. 
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2. School-related activities (Appendix 1, Part 4 various questions): 
• Who mainly organised where the child would be cared for (organised childcare); 
• If an adult has to meet with child-care workers or staff, who usually attends; 
• When parent-teacher nights are held at school, who usually attends; 
• Helping the child with homework; 
• Staying home with child when sick. 
3. Leisure activities (Appendix 1, Part 6, Q102) 
Who usually goes with you when you g<J ... : 
• To the cinema; 
• Out to dinner; 
• To a concert, band, etc.; 
• To a sports event; 
• To visit friends; 
• To visit relatives; 
• For a drink in a hotel, pub, or club; 
• Out shopping; 
• Walking around your neighbourhood; 
• To do sports or fitness activities; 
• To do other personal activities. 
4. Talking with the child (Appendix 1, Part 4, Q85!86): 
• Reading to the child; 
• Listening to problems. 
5. Playing with the child (Appendix 1, Part 4, Q85!86) 
6. Generally keeping an eye on the child (Appendix 1, Part 4, Q85!86) 
7. Transport and attendance at appointments (Appendix 1, Part 4 various questions): 
• Who usually takes the child to the carer/centre; 
• Who usually picks up the child from the carer/centre; 
• Who usually takes the child to school; 
• Who usually pick the child up from school; 
• Taking the child to the doctor; 
• Taking child to appointments; 
• Taking child to sporting activities. 
The response options to the questions vary, and, dependent on the age of the child, not 
all questions are applicable. Most questions have the response options: I do most, I do 
more, share equally, partner does more, partner does most, child does this, or not 
applicable. Questions such as helping child with homework are only asked of parents 
with a child of school age, while transport to childcare is only asked of parents whose 
child attends such care. The response options for attendance at childcare or parent-
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teacher nights are: Me, my partner, we both go, child's parent who lives elsewhere, a 
relative, a friend or neighbour, nobody attends, or other (open-ended). 
8.1.2 Factors that are related to parental involvement in 
childrearing tasks 
For women, there is not much variation in involvement in childrearing tasks based on 
background factors, but for men there are important factors. Key factors are described 
here, and many of the factors that have been considered in previous chapters are 
evident. 
This investigation of parental involvement looks at the relative level of involvement as 
compared to the absolute level of involvement. This means that the measurement 
accounts for how much men do in relation to their female partners, and vice versa. 
Radin (1994), in overviewing investigations in five countries (the Russell investigation 
in Australia), notes that when women are employed, husbands participate 
proportionately more. The investigation in Australia, which compared shared-
caregiving and traditional families 1, found that shared-caregiving parents had fewer 
children, had older children, were more highly educated, had flexibility in work hours, 
and had more highly ranked occupations. In traditional families, maternal employment 
had a small impact on paternal involvement (Russell, 1983). 
As suggested above, socioeconomic influences have been linked to father involvement 
in other research. In the US, men who have higher education levels have also been 
found to be more involved in childrearing activities, as are fathers who are able to 
provide economically for their children (Halle and Le Menestrel, 2000). The authors 
also report that occupational level is associated with childrearing, with those in blue-
collar jobs less likely to be involved than respondents with jobs at other occupational 
levels. 
A factor that has also been found to be related to shared-caring is the delay of the 
transition to parenthood. Parents who delay parenthood until their late 20s or 30s have 
been found to have higher levels of sharing of childcare (Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane, 
1 Russell ( 1983) actually found four types of fathers: The uninterested and unavailable father; the 
traditional father; the "good" father; and, the non-traditional, highly -participant father. However, most 
discussion is based on the traditional and the shared-caregiving fathers. 
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1992). However, in the US, as found in Australia by Russell (1983), parents who have 
fewer, older children also share more (Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane, 1992). The relationship 
between number of children and paternal involvement in housework has also been 
found to be curvilinear (Kama, 1991). There does appear to be agreement that parents 
with fewer children share responsibility more. 
Quality of marital and family relationships have been found to be related to 
childrearing, or perceived competency in childrearing (Belsky, 1984; Webster-Stratton 
and Hammond, 1999). However, this is not the only potential relationship between 
marriage and childrearing. As noted in the previous chapter, marital status is related to 
involvement in housework, with those in legal marriages more likely to have a 
traditional division of household labour than those in cohabiting relationships. Although 
Baxter (2001) did not find a relationship between marital status and childcare labour, 
results were based on small numbers of respondents. 
As noted in Chapter six, aspects of parental identity have more recently been theorised 
as impacting on parental involvement. It is believed that subjective measures of 
parenting, such as identity, are a useful source of explanation of parental involvement 
(Marsiglia, 1995a). 
The factors that are examined in this chapter include age at birth of first child, 
investment, and integration, together with the factors examined in previous chapters. No 
information on quality of marital experience is available to control for this factor. 
The following lists the relevant background characteristics used in the examination of 
childrearing tasks: 
Family and personal status 
12. Age 
13. Age of youngest child 
14. Age at first birth 
15. Number of children in household 
16. Sex of child 
17. Marital status 
18. Country of birth 
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Financial/resource factors 
8. Education 
9. Income 
10. Whether respondent worked in the previous week 
11. Whether partner worked in the previous week 
Attitudes 
7. Attitude scale Women's role in society 
8. Attitude scale Woman's independence 
9. Attitude scale Woman's dependence 
Parental identity 
10. Investment 
11. Integration 
8.2 PHYSICAL CARE 
As outlined, the physical care of children includes tasks such as cleaning the child and 
feeding the child, but also includes tasks such as preparing food for the child. These 
tasks include a physical dimension of caring. It has been previously found that fathers 
are less involved than mothers in the domain of physical care (for example Kalmijn, 
1999). In terms of the dimension of involvement, these tasks are aspects of engagement. 
This investigation firstly examines the distribution of responsibility between men and 
women for the eight physical-care tasks. The analysis is separated based on age of child. 
People who have a child aged less than school age are described first, and participation 
in child activities is based on tasks associated with the youngest child. Secondly, 
respondents with a child of school age are examined. In this analysis, examination of 
participation is based on participation with the oldest child in that age group (that is, 
aged around five to twelve). These analyses based on selection of child, allow for 
control by sex and age of child. In each section, a scale is created. These are: (1) a scale 
of participation with children of less than school age; and, (2) a scale of participation 
with children of school age. These scales are examined by explanatory factors. 
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8.2.1 Parents with children under school age 
The distribution of responsibility between mothers and fathers for the physical care of 
the youngest child is presented at Table 8.1. In discussing these results, two main points 
are important. Firstly, there is substantial agreement in who has the main responsibility 
between the men and women in the survey. For example, women report that they do 
most of getting the child up in the morning, and men report that their partners do most 
of getting the child up in the morning. 
Table 8.1: Physical care tasks-who has responsibility for tasks for youngest 
child? (Per cent). 
Share Partner Child 
Who does more of ... ? I do most equally does most does this Total 
Female 
Getting the child up in the morning 60.9 15.6 1.6 21.9 100.0 
Getting the child to bed at night 63.2 32.0 4.8 0.0 100.0 
Bathing the child 63.7 22.6 13.7 0.0 100.0 
Dressing the child in the morning 84.1 10.3 1.6 4.0 100.0 
Dressing the child for bed 63.5 26.2 5.6 4.8 100.0 
Preparing food for the child 90.6 7.9 1.6 0.0 100.0 
Feeding the child 57.9 7.9 1.6 32.5 100.0 
Washing the child's clothes 89.8 7.1 3.1 0.0 100.0 
Male 
Getting the child up in the morning 14.9 13.5 50.0 21.6 100.0 
Getting the child to bed at night 10.8 41.9 47.3 0.0 100.0 
Bathing the child 12.5 33.3 54.2 0.0 100.0 
Dressing the child in the morning 9.5 16.2 70.3 4.1 100.0 
Dressing the child for bed 8.2 35.6 50.7 5.5 100.0 
Preparing food for the child 6.8 15.1 76.7 1.4 100.0 
Feeding the child 5.4 24.3 50.0 20.3 100.0 
Washing the child's clothes 6.8 8.2 84.9 0.0 100.0 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: 
Significant difference between men and women as to who does what for all tasks at the P<0.0001 level. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers ofresponses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
N=203. 
Secondly, although there is general agreement on who has the main responsibility, there 
is some discrepancy between the reports of men and women 1• For example, men are 
more likely than women to report that they share jobs equally, and much more likely to 
1 This is unlike the reporting of responsibility for household tasks in Chapter seven. There it was possible 
to group the responses by 'man does more', 'share equally', and 'woman does more' because the 
responses of men and women were similar. 
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... 
report that they are involved in getting the child up in the morning or getting the child to 
bed at night. 
Because these reports are not based on husband and wife reports, it is possible that the 
men who participated in this survey are more involved in parenting. Nevertheless, the 
direction of the responses is evident, and from the information available, it should not 
be assumed that the reports of men or women are more accurate. 
Parents' responsibility for physical care tasks (child not attending school) 
For all tasks, women are the most likely to have most responsibility. This is true of the 
reports from men and from women. The tasks where women have the greatest amount 
of responsibility are preparing food for the child, dressing the child in the morning, and 
washing the child's clothes. The tasks which men are most likely to report as doing the 
most are getting the child up in the morning, getting the child to bed at night, and 
bathing the child. 
Although the percentage of men taking most responsibility is small (under 15 per cent 
for all tasks using men's reports), there is a substantial amount of sharing of tasks. 
Getting the child to bed at night is the task most likely to be shared equally (36 per 
cent). This is followed by dressing the child for bed (30 per cent), and bathing the child 
(27 per cent). It is noticeable that these tasks occur at night time, suggesting that men 
are more able to provide childcaring tasks at this time of the day. Conversely, the other 
tasks occur throughout the day, when for children of this age, mothers are much less 
likely to be working than fathers. 
Children's responsibility for physical-care tasks (child not attending school) 
Some of the tasks measured are performed by the child. In 22 per cent of cases, the 
child is responsible for getting itself up in the morning, while in 28 per cent of cases, 
the child feeds itself. A smaller proportion of children are responsible for dressing 
themselves, both in the morning (four per cent), and for bed (five per cent). 
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The relationship between background factors and physical care (child not 
attending school) 
Scale of physical care 
A scale of physical-care tasks was created to examine the relationship between 
background factors and physical-care involvement. The scale consists of the eight 
physical care variables. For respondents who answered that the 'child does this' for any 
of the eight variables, the respondent is given a mean score for that question based on 
the respondent's answers to the other questions. If respondents answered that the 'child 
does this' for four or more questions, their score was coded as 'missing'. The values of 
the scale range from zero to ten, with zero representing that the respondent's partner 
does everything, and ten representing that the respondent does everything. 
Alpha reliability scores were calculated, and a very high alpha score (0.95) was found 
for this physical-care scale (Appendix Table 8.1). The mean score is 6.4. 
Explanatory factors 
On the physical care scale, women score significantly higher than men. The mean score 
of responsibility for women is 8.4, while for men it is 2.8. These results are expected, 
based on the proportional distribution found for the eight physical-care tasks. However, 
other background factors are also related to physical care. 
Table 8.2 provides the results for the bivariate analysis of variance examining the 
relationship of background characteristics to physical care for men and women. Total 
sample results are included, but results should be interpreted with caution as the patterns 
of responsibility between men and women are different. 
For men, age of youngest child is related to involvement, with men having more 
responsibility when children are aged two to four, as compared to fathers with children 
aged zero to one. Further, for men there is a positive relationship between income and 
physical care, which suggests that socioeconomic status is important. Although it is not 
statistically significant, men appear to have a higher mean score on the physical care 
scale if their partner is employed. 
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Table 8.2: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of physical care scale 
by explanatory variables (child not attending school). 
Physical care 
Explanatory variable Female Male Total 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 2.8 (2.02) 
Female 8.4 (1.53) 
Age group 
Under 35 8.4 (l.63) 2.7 (l.99) 6.6 (3.20) 
35-39 8.4 (l.51) 2.2 (2.00) 7.0 (3.10) 
40-44 8.4 (1.35) 3.4 (2.31) 5.3 (3.15) 
45+ 2.6 (0.56) 4.8 (3.15) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 8.3 (2.17) 2.3 (l.20) 6.3 (3.48) 
Married and living together 8.4 (l.46) 2.9 (2.08) 6.4 (3.19) 
Born in Australia? 
No 7.8 (1.43) 2.5 (2.06) 6.3 (3.02) 
Yes 8.5 (1.87) 2.9 (l.78) 6.4 (3.25) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 8.4 (l.61) 2.6 (2.02) 6.4 (3.27) 
Higher than secondary 8.4 (l.49) 2.9 (2.04) 6.3 (3.19) 
Age of youngest child 
Zero to one 8.4 (l.55) 2.1 (1.43) 2.1 (1.43) 
Two to four 8.4 (l.53) 3.2 (2.19) 3.2 (1.64) 
Age at first birth 
Less than thirty 8.4 (l.65) 2.7 (1.85) 6.7 (3.13) 
Thirty+ 8.4 (l.33) 2.9 (2.17) 5.9 (3.28) 
Sex of youngest child 
Male 8.3 (l.47) 2.7 (l.63) 6.3 (3.12) 
Female 8.5 (l.60) 2.9 (2.40) 6.4 (3.32) 
Number of children in the householda 
One 8.0 (l.48) 3.2 (l.62) 6.3 (2.78) 
Two 8.5 (l.60) 2.9 (2.31) 6.3 (3.32) 
Three+ 8.6 (l.45) 2.4 (l.62) 6.5 (3.32) 
Worked last week? 
No 8.9 (1.05) 8.5 (2.10) 
Yes 8.1 (1.69) 2.8 (l.97) 5.6 (3.20) 
Partner employed last week? 
No 7.1 (2.52) 2.4 (2.13) 3.5 (2.95) 
Yes 8.5 (1.37) 3.2 (l.88) 7.2 (2.77) 
Correlation coefficient 
Net income (Net2a)b -0.08 0.37 -0.20 
Women's role in society 0.12 0.07 0.14 
Woman's independence 0.05 0.03 0.08 
Woman's dependence 0.08 0.02 0.03 
Investment -0.05 -0.05 0.27 
Integration -0.05 -0.17 -0.03 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Balded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for 
respondents of that sex. 
N=203. Cells with counts smaller than five omitted. 
a Number of children under age 13 in the household. 
b Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1. 
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For women there is no difference between categories for any factor except for whether 
they were born in Australia, whether they worked last week, or whether their partner 
worked last week. Australian born women had a higher mean score than those born 
elsewhere1. Women who worked last week had a lower mean score than women who 
did not work, a factor which has been found previously (Russell, 1983). Similarly, those 
women who had a partner who did not work had a lower mean score than women who 
had working partners. 
Regression analysis 
To better understand the relationship between the background factors and men's 
physical-care involvement, a regression model was constructed. As there are no 
differences in the reports for women, a multivariate model examining women is not 
presented. Variables are in interval or dichotomous form and are described in Figure 
8.1. 
Figure 8.1: Regression model estimating responsibility for physical care (child not 
attending school). 
A: Age of respondent 
B: 0 Age at first birth <30 
1 Age at first birth 30+ 
C: 0 Not born in Australia 
1 Born in Australia 
F: Final net year income 
H: 0 Secondary education or less 
1 Higher than secondary 
I: 0 Child aged 0-1 
1 Child aged 2-4 
M: 0 Cohabiting 
1 Legally married 
P: Hours partner worked last week 
S: O Child male 
1 Child female 
V: Investment score 
W: Attitude-women's place in society 
where, 
____. Y: estimated score for responsibility for 
physical care 
Y=~+~A+~B+~C+~F+~H+~I+~M+~P+~S+ 
b10V +buW +e 
(Equation 15) 
1 There is a distinct possibility that the scale of tasks reflects culturally specific aspects of the importance 
given to child-care tasks. Unfortunately there is no scope in this study to measure this. 
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A regression model including all the variables was examined to look at the relationship 
between the independent and dependent variables. Partner's employment was measured 
by the number of hours worked rather than a dichotomous measure. It was found that 
the age of the youngest child, the father's net income, and the number of hours the 
partner worked, were significantly related to the physical care scale (Appendix Table 
8.2). The younger the child, the less likely the father was to be involved in the physical 
care, and the greater his income, the more likely he was to be involved in the physical 
care of the child. The number of hours worked by the father's partner is also positively 
related to the estimated score of responsibility for physical care, with men who have 
partners working longer hours doing more of this type of work. 
8.2.2 Parents with children of school age 
The distribution of responsibility between mothers and fathers for the physical care of 
the oldest child of school age (that is aged five to twelve) is presented at Table 8.3. Five 
factors are examined for children of this age: getting the child up in the morning; 
getting the child to bed at night; preparing lunch for the child; preparing other food for 
the child; washing the child's clothes. 
Table 8.3: Physical care tasks-who has responsibility for tasks for oldest child of 
school age (Per cent)? 
Share Partner Child 
Who does more of ... ? I do most equally does most does this Total 
Female 
Getting the child up in the morning 46.4 8.3 7.7 37.6 100.0 
Getting the child to bed at night 38.7 35.4 4.4 21.5 100.0 
Preparing lunch for the child 85.8 6.8 7.4 0.0 100.0 
Preparing other food for the child 85.0 11.7 3.3 0.0 100.0 
Washing the child's clothes 88.3 7.2 4.4 0.0 100.0 
Male 
Getting the child up in the morning 19.2 10.8 33.1 36.9 100.0 
Getting the child to bed at night 18.5 40.0 24.6 16.9 100.0 
Preparing lunch for the child 13.6 4.8 81.6 0.0 100.0 
Preparing other food for the child 10.1 12.4 77.5 0.0 100.0 
Washing the child's clothes 7.0 7.8 85.2 0.0 100.0 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Significant difference between men and women as to who does what for all tasks at the 
P<0.0001 level. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers of responses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
N=311. 
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As found in investigating children who do not yet attend school, there is some 
discrepancy between the reports from men and women. Again, there is substantial 
agreement in the direction of the relationship, but men are more likely to report their 
own responsibility than women are to report men's responsibility. 
There is an interesting pattern evident. When examining parents with children who do 
not attend school, women said their partners did most in a small proportion (ranging 
from two to six per cent, except in the case of bathing) for most tasks. When examining 
parents of school-aged children, mothers were more likely to say that their partners did 
most in around five to ten per cent of cases-an increase of about five per cent. Men 
were also about five per cent more likely to say that they did most in comparison to 
responsibility for younger children-with responses ranging from seven to twenty per 
cent. This suggests that fathers have greater responsibility for their school-aged children 
than was found for paternal involvement with children at younger ages. 
Parents' responsibility for physical-care tasks (child attending school) 
Again, mothers have the most responsibility for all physical-care tasks for children of 
school age. However, there is a substantially lower level of women's responsibility for 
getting the child up in the morning, and getting the child to bed at night. Part of this fall 
is due to higher participation by men than is the case for younger children, but most of 
the lower level evident is due to higher participation by the children themselves, when 
children of school age are compared with younger children. 
Mothers remain predominantly responsible f01: tasks such as preparing lunch for the 
child, preparing other food for the child and washing the child's clothes. The tasks 
where men are most likely to report doing most are for getting the child up in the 
morning, to bed at night, and preparing lunch for the child. 
The percentage of fathers taking most responsibility is larger than for children who do 
not attend school (under 20 per cent for all tasks using men's reports). These five tasks 
do not show as much sharing of tasks as was evident when looking at the distribution of 
responsibility for younger children. Most sharing is evident for getting the child to bed 
at night (37 per cent), followed by preparing other food for the child (12 per cent). 
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Children's responsibility for physical-care tasks (child attending school) 
It is noticeable that women's responsibility for getting the child up in the morning and 
to bed at night was lower for children at these ages. This is because of the higher 
responsibility for tasks performed by the children themselves. In 38 per cent of cases, 
the child is responsible for getting itself up in the morning, while in 21 per cent of 
cases, the child puts itself to bed at night. Children were not responsible for the other 
tasks measured. 
The relationship between background factors and physical care (child attending 
school) 
Scale of physical care 
The scale that has been created to measure physical care for children of school age is 
based on three physical-care questions. The two variables that had a large number of 
.responses 'child does this' are excluded as it is methodologically problematic to make 
reliable scales including these questions. Hence, the scale is a measure of preparing 
food, and cleaning clothes for the child. It should be recognised that these tasks are 
predominantly done by mothers. The values of the scale range from zero to ten, with 
zero representing that the respondent's partner does everything and ten representing that 
the respondent does so. 
Alpha reliability scores were calculated, and an acceptable alpha score (0.95) was found 
for this physical-care scale (Appendix Table 8.1). The mean score is 5.9. 
Explanatory factors 
For parents of school-aged children, women score significantly higher than men (Table 
8.4). The difference between the mean score of responsibility for women (8.9), and men 
(1.9), is greater than the difference between scores for the below-school-aged children. 
It is evident that this greater difference is due to the variables that this scale consists of, 
that is, the scale is based on variables that are predominantly done by women. 
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Table 8.4: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of physical care scale 
by explanatory variables (child of school age). 
Physical care 
Explanatory variable Female Male Total 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 1.9 (2.65) 
Female 8.9 (1.84) 
Age group 
Under35 9.1 (l.63) 2.1 (3.32) 7.2 (3.80) 
35-39 8.7 (2.06) 1.8 (2.50) 6.4 (3.93) 
40-44 9.0 (l.81) 1.9 (2.37) 4.9 (4.10) 
45+ 9.1 (l.54) 2.1 (3.02) 4.8 (4.31) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 8.5 (2.27) 7.5 (3.17) 
Married and living together 8.9 (l.79) 1.9 (2.68) 5.8 (4.15) 
Born in Australia? 
No 8.6 (2.47) 1.3 (2.32) 5.5 (4.32) 
Yes 9.0 (l.70) 2.0 (2.70) 5.9 (4.08) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 9.1 (l.48) 2.5 (3.17) 6.7 (3.92) 
Higher than secondary 8.7 (2.09) 1.6 (2.29) 5.3 (4.15) 
Age at first birth 
Less than thirty 8.4 (l.65) 2.7 (1.85) 6.7 (3.13) 
Thirty+ 8.4 (1.33) 2.9 (2.17) 5.9 (3.28) 
Sex of youngest child 
Male 9.1 (1.37) 2.2 (2.93) 6.4 (4.03) 
Female 8.6 (2.27) 1.7 (2.37) 5.3 (4.15) 
Number of children in the householda 
One 9.0 (l.66) 2.4 (3.21) 5.9 (4.14) 
Two 8.9 (2.00) 1.8 (2.37) 5.7 (4.16) 
Three+ 8.9 (1.74) 1.7 (2.47) 6.3 (4.01) 
Worked last week? 
No 9.6 (0.87) 3.5 (5.07) 8.9 (2.56) 
Yes 8.6 (2.07) 1.9 (2.48) 5.1 (4.07) 
Partner employed last week? 
No 6.4 (3.83) 0.9 (1.32) 1.9 (2.90) 
Yes 9.1 (1.50) 2.5 (3.03) 6.8 (3.79) 
Correlation coefficient 
Age of oldest child -0.13 0.13 -0.04 
Net income (Net2a)b -0.29 -0.02 -0.38 
Women's role in society -0.13 0.11 0.14 
Woman's independence -0.20 0.08 0.08 
Woman's dependence 0.18 -0.13 -0.13 
Investment -0.11 0.14 0.28 
Integration -0.12 -0.11 0.03 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Bolded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for 
respondents of that sex. 
N=311. 
Cells with counts smaller than five omitted. 
a Number of children under age 13 in the household. 
b Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1. 
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When these factors are examined for men and women, it is found that for men there is 
no significant relationship between background variables and the physical-care score, 
except for whether their partner was employed last week or not. Men who have partners 
who are not employed do much less physical care work for children of school age than 
men whose partners work. 
For women, the same pattern applies, but at a higher level. Women who have partners 
who are not employed do less than women who have partners who are employed. Other 
factors that are related to the score on the physical care scale for women are whether 
the~ worked last week, their income and their attitudes to woman's independence and 
dependence. 
Regression analysis 
Multivariate analysis was conducted to examine factors that are related to the physical-
care scale. In the previous investigation, a model was explored to understand the 
relationship between background factors to physical care of pre-school aged children 
for men. In this case, there is little variation in what men do, and the model that is 
examined is conducted to better understand the relationship between the background 
factors and women's physical-care involvement. 
Figure 8.2: Regression model estimating responsibility for physical care (child 
attending school). 
A: Age of respondent 
B: O Age at first birth <30 
1 Age at first birth 30+ 
C: 0 Not born in Australia 
1 Born in Australia 
F: Final net year income 
I: Age of oldest child 
M: 0 Cohabiting 
1 Legally married 
P: 0 Respondent did not work last week 
1 Respondent worked last week 
S: O Child male 
1 Child female 
V: Independence scale 
W: Dependence scale 
where, 
____. Y: estimated score for responsibility for 
physical care 
Y=~+~A+~B+~C+~F+~l+~M+~P+~S+~V+ 
b10W +e 
(Equation 16) 
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In this model, higher education was excluded due to its relationship to both income and 
whether the woman worked in the previous week or not. After examining the 
distribution of residuals, the dependent variable was transformed by squaring the 
physical-care scale. One case was excluded as it had a centered leverage value that was 
greater than double the mean centered leverage value1• 
The exploration found that three factors were significantly related to the squared 
physical care scale. It was found that the sex of the child, the woman's net income, and 
the woman's score on the dependence scale were significantly related to the regression 
model (Appendix Table 8.3). As the woman's score on the dependence scale increases, 
the estimated squared physical-care scale increases by 2.3 coefficient points. The higher 
the woman's income, the lower the estimated physical care scale. These findings can be 
explained through the theoretical models related to relative resources and attitudes. 
Women score less on the physical care scale if they have a female child as compared to 
a male child. While an explanation is necessarily speculative, the result might reflect the 
existence of gender-specific expectations placed on children, requiring that girls look 
after themselves more than boys. 
8.3 SCHOOL-RELATED ACTIVITIES 
In this section, school-related activities are again divided by age of child. For children 
below school-age, the investigation is into childcare-related activities. The investigation 
firstly examines the distribution of responsibility between men and women for three 
organised childcare activities and the second section examines the distribution for three 
school-related activities. Most of these activities, such as organising where the child 
would be cared for and who usually attends meetings with childcare workers and 
teachers, are aspects of the responsibility dimension of parental involvement. 
In each section, after examining the distribution of responsibility, scales are created that 
represent (1) responsibility for organising childcare activities; and, (2) responsibility for 
organising school-related activities. These analyses are designed as in Section 8.2, and 
the same background factors are examined. 
1 An outlier case with a mean centered leverage value that is very high is likely to cause unacceptable 
leverage to the regression line. 
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8.3.1 Parents with children under school age 
The three factors for investigating responsibility for organising childcare are: Who 
mainly organised where the child would be cared for; if an adult has to meet with 
childcare workers or staff, who usually attends; and, who stays home with child when 
sick. Only parents whose children attend childcare responded to these questions1• 
What is again striking is the greater responsibility of women (Table 8.5). Women are 
much more likely to say that they are responsible for childcare activities and men are 
much more likely to say that their partners are responsible. 
Table 8.5: Who has responsibility for organised childcare-related activities (Per 
cent)? 
Share My 
Who does more of/Who ? Me equally partner Total 
Female 
Mainly organised childcare 70.2 28.6 1.2 100.0 
Meets with child-care workers 76.7 20.5 2.7 100.0 
Stays home when child sick 85.2 11.7 3.1 100.0 
Male 
Mainly organised childcare 6.2 30.8 63.1 100.0 
Meets with child-care workers 6.5 33.9 59.7 100.0 
Stays home when child sick 4.1 17.6 78.4 100.0 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Significant difference between men and women as to who does what for all tasks at the 
P<0.0001 level. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers of responses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
N=126. 
Parents' responsibility for childcare-related tasks 
While women remain predominantly responsible for organising childcare, meeting with 
childcare workers and staying home with the child when sick, there is a substantial 
amount of sharing of these activities. Thirty per cent of respondents indicate that they 
and their partner shared the organisation of childcare together and about 27 per cent 
indicated that they both met with childcare workers. Around 14 per cent report that they 
share staying at home when their child is sick. 
1 As this measure relates to organised child-care, there is almost universal employment of men and 
women in this group. 
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The relationship between background factors and organised childcare 
Scale of childcare-related activities 
Again, the scale that was created to measure childcare activities for children is based on 
three questions. When the alpha reliability scores were calculated, an alpha score of 
0.91 was found (Appendix Table 8.1). The mean score was 5.6. 
Explanatory factors 
In investigating explanatory factors, small cell counts limit the investigation by sex, 
therefore analysis of variance has only been conducted on the total sample (Table 8.6). 
As evidenced in previous analysis, men and women often have differentially related 
patterns to childrearing tasks. This means that significant differences between 
explanatory categories will only be evident if the relationship for men and women is in 
the same direction, or if the background factor is particularly strong for men or for 
women. Given these provisions, the results should be treated with some caution. 
Again, the expected difference between men and women is evident, with women 
scoring a mean of 8.6, and men scoring a mean of 1.9. Other background factors are 
also related to this childcare activities scale. Age, age at first birth, attitudes to women's 
role in society, independence and investment scores are all significantly related to 
involvement. 
Regression analysis 
This analysis examines the relationship between background factors and responsibility 
for childcare activities for men. Investigations into the relationship between background 
factors and childcare activities showed no relationship for women. 
It was possible to carry out an analysis for men (Figure 8.3), but marital status and 
whether the respondent's partner worked last week were excluded from this analysis 
due to small cell sizes. Sex of child was excluded as it showed no relationship to 
fathers' involvement. 
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Table 8.6: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of school-related 
activities (childcare) for children less than school age, by explanatory variables. 
Explanatory variable 
Sex 
Male 
Female 
Age group 
Under35 
35-39 
40-44 
45+ 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 
Married and living together 
Born in Australia? 
No 
Yes 
Education 
Secondary or lower 
Higher than secondary 
Age of youngest child 
Zero to one 
Two to four 
Age at first birth 
Less than thirty 
Thirty+ 
Sex of youngest child 
Male 
Female 
Number of children in the householda 
One 
Two 
Three+ 
Worked last week?b 
No 
Yes 
Net income (Net2a)c 
Women's role in society 
Woman's independence 
Woman's dependence 
Investment 
Integration 
Source: PS99 data. 
Child-care-related activities 
Mean (standard deviation) 
1.9 (2.23) 
8.6 (2.01) 
6.4 (3.67) 
6.0 (4.17) 
3.8 (3.87) 
2.9 (3.69) 
5.5 (4.02) 
5.7 (3.99) 
5.3 (3.82) 
5.7 (4.02) 
6.3 (3.72) 
5.3 (4.09) 
4.5 (4.21) 
6.0 (3.84) 
6.6 (3.72) 
4.3 (3.95) 
5.7 (3.86) 
5.5 (4.15) 
6.2 (3.59) 
5.8 (4.16) 
5.0 (4.01) 
Correlation coefficient 
-0.15 
0.19 
0.28 
-0.16 
0.39 
0.02 
Notes: Bolded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05. 
N=126. 
a Number of children under age 13 in the household. 
b Means for work last week were not calculated due to small cell sizes. 
c Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1. 
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Figure 8.3: Regression model estimating responsibility for school-related activities 
(childcare) for child not attending school. 
A: Age of respondent 
B: 0 Age at first birth <30 
1 Age at first birth 30+ 
C: 0 Not born in Australia 
1 Born in Australia 
F: Final net year income 
H: O Secondary education or less 
1 Higher than secondary 
I: 0 Child aged 0-1 
1 Child aged 2-4 
V: Investment score 
where, 
__. Y: estimated score for responsibility for 
school-related activities (child under 
school age) 
{Equation 17) 
This model predicted a fairly high R2 (0.44). Age of youngest child, net income, and 
investment score, were all positively related to the estimated childcare activities scale 
(Appendix Table 8.4). This suggests that men are more involved in childcare-related 
activities when the child is older, if they have a higher income, and if they scored highly 
on the investment scale. Further, there appears to be some relationship between having 
a higher education, and being older at first birth, with being involved in childcare 
activities for men. 
These findings, which are similar to the factors that are related to men's involvement in 
physical activities, suggest that there is a common set of factors which is related to all 
types of paternal involvement with children for PS99 respondents. 
8.3.2 Parents with children of school age 
For children of school age, the variables that are examined are: Who attends parent-
teacher nights; who helps the child with homework; and, who stays at home with the 
child when it is sick. 
There is a great deal of similarity between responses by men and women for these 
questions. The one that stands out is helping the child with homework, where more men 
are likely to report that they do most (11 per cent). 
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Table 8.7: Who has responsibility for organised school-related activities (Per 
cent)? 
Share My 
Who does more of/Who ... ? Me equally partner Total 
Female 
Attends parent teacher nights 46.8 50.3 2.9 100.0 
Helping the child with homework 63.1 32.4 4.5 100.0 
Staying home with child when sick 77.3 18.2 4.4 100.0 
Male 
Attends parent teacher nights 4.2 58.0 37.8 100.0 
Helping the child with homework 11.3 37.1 51.6 100.0 
Staying home with child when sick 5.6 21.4 73.0 100.0 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Significant difference between men and women as to who does what for all tasks at the 
P<0.0001 level. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers of responses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
N=307. 
Parents' responsibility for school-related tasks 
The question, who stays at home when the child is sick is the same as that for children 
under school age. Shared responsibility for this task is higher than that found for the 
parents of children under school age. Around 20 per cent report sharing this task 
equally. 
What is most prominent in examining the results of responsibility for school-related 
activities, is the large proportion of respondents who report that both attend parent-
teacher nights and both help the child with homework. Over 50 per cent share the 
responsibility of attending parent-teacher nights, while close to 35 per cent share the 
assisting of the child with homework. This larger proportion of sharing for this age 
group further suggests that men become more involved with their children as the child 
becomes older. 
Although there is a large proportion sharing these tasks equally, women still remain 
largely responsible for helping the child with homework and staying home with the 
child when it is sick. 
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The relationship between background factors and school-related tasks 
Scale of school-related activities 
The three questions used to explore men's and women's involvement in school-related 
activities were combined to make a school-related activities scale. An alpha reliability 
score of 0.80 was found (Appendix Table 8.1). The mean score was 5.8. If a respondent 
did not answer one of any of the questions, they were excluded from getting a score on 
this scale. This leaves a sample size of 266 to compare background factors with school-
related activities. 
Like the previous scale, small cell counts restrict the analysis so there is no comparison 
of background factors by sex. 
Explanatory factors 
The comparison of men and women on the three questions found that men were more 
involved with children of school age than with younger children. The analysis of 
background factors on the school-related activities scale confirms this finding. Men 
score a mean of 2.5 for responsibility for school-related activities (the mean score for 
childcare-related activities was 1.9). Women still have a higher mean score (8.0) than 
men, but it is smaller than that found for younger children (Table 8.8). 
For mothers the background factors which are statistically significantly related to the 
school-related activities scale are education, whether the respondent worked in the 
previous week and whether their partner worked in the previous week. These findings 
are similar to previous ones which found that women who have higher levels of 
education and who worked last week have slightly lower scores. Women who have 
partners who did not work had lower mean scores. For men the only factor that was 
statistically related to involvement was investment which showed a positive 
relationship. 
An exploration of the factors in a regression model found poor R-squares for both men 
and women, and the results are not reported here. The lack of explanatory power 
suggests that there are no strong contributing factors to involvement in this scale, 
although a small sample size is partly to blame. 
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Table 8.8: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of school-related 
activities for children of school age, by explanatory variables. 
Explanatory variable School-related activities 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 2.5 (2.14) 
Female 8.0 (1.87) 
Age group 
Under35 8.2 (l.75) 2.5 (1.80) 7.2 (2.81) 
35-39 7.9 (2.01) 2.8 (2.17) 6.4 (3.07) 
40-44 7.6 (1.99) 2.6 (2.36) 4.7 (3.33) 
45+ 8.4 (1.25) 2.2 (l.77) 4.8 (3.50) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 7.6 (1.77) 3.3 (l.67) 7.0 (2.33) 
Married and living together 8.0 (l.88) 2.5 (2.15) 5.7 (3.37) 
Born in Australia? 
No 7.8 (2.11) 2.2 (l.92) 6.1 (3.32) 
Yes 8.0 (1.82) 2.6 (2.17) 5.7 (3.32) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 8.3 (l.61) 2.4 (2.60) 6.4 (3.40) 
Higher than secondary 7.7 (2.03) 2.6 (1.88) 5.4 (3.20) 
Age at first birth 
Less than thirty 8.1 (l.89) 2.8 (2.26) 6.3 (3.21) 
Thirty+ 7.6 (l.87) 2.3 (1.96) 4.8 (3.29) 
Sex of oldest child 
Male 7.9 (1.82) 2.5 (2.31) 5.9 (3.29) 
Female 8.0 (1.93) 2.5 (1.99) 5.7 (3.35) 
Number of children in the householda 
One 8.1 (1.47) 2.6 (2.38) 5.9 (3.31) 
Two 7.7 (1.87) 2.2 (2.20) 5.3 (3.40) 
Three+ 8.2 (2.13) 3.1 (1.58) 6.5 (3.08) 
Worked last week? 
No 8.4 (1.66) 3.7 (2.17) 7.9 (2.20) 
Yes 7.8 (1.92) 2.5 (2.13) 5.3 (3.33) 
Partner employed last week? 
No 6.7 (2.46) 2.0 (1.56) 3.1 (2.69) 
Yes 8.1 (l.79) 2.8 (2.36) 6.4 (3.15) 
Correlation coefficient 
Age of oldest child 0.07 0.12 0.04 
Net income (Net2a)b -0.01 0.13 -0.28 
Women's role in society -0.18 -0.01 0.10 
Woman's independence -0.11 -0.08 0.07 
Woman's dependence 0.16 0.03 -0.07 
Investment -0.08 0.20 0.32 
Integration -0.03 -0.15 0.03 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Bolded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for 
respondents of that sex. 
N=266. 
Cells with counts smaller than five omitted 
a Number of children under age 13 in the household 
b Means for work last week were not calculated due to small cell sizes 
c Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1 
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8.4 LEISURE ACTIVITIES 
The previous analyses examined the distribution of responsibility between men and 
women, followed by exploring the relationship between background factors and 
involvement in activities. This section explores the leisure activities of parents, and 
reports who attends these activities with parents. 
The purpose of measuring leisure activities is to alay the criticism that men's 
involvement may be missed if particular activities are not measured. This section and 
the following section on talking with the child and playing with the child are included to 
avoid missing these dimensions of parenting. As noted by Edgar, men are much more 
likely to be involved in play-based activities, reading to children, and spending time on 
leisure with children (Edgar, 1997). 
8.4.1 Attending leisure activities 
Before examining with whom parents attend events, this section overviews respondents' 
recreation and leisure time. These activities can be broadly categorised into three 
groups: firstly, activities that involve going to events; secondly, visiting friends and 
relatives; and thirdly, events which include a physical recreation component. 
Both men and women are most likely to be involved in the activities of visiting friends, 
visiting relatives, and going out shopping, with over 70 per cent doing each of these at 
least once a month. There is some difference between men and women in the number of 
times they visit relatives, with women more likely to visit relatives more than once a 
week than men. About 20 per cent see their relatives only once or twice a year (Table 
8.9). 
In comparison, there are some activities which most respondents never or rarely attend. 
These include going out to places with a lively night-life, going to a concert or band, 
going to a pub or club, or going to a sports event. Men are more likely to attend a 
sporting event than women, but still rarely go to such events. 
General fitness and recreation are fairly common activities. Around 75 per cent of 
respondents walk around their neighbourhood or follow other personal interests at least 
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once or twice a month, and close to 70 per cent do other sports or fitness activities that 
often. Men are slightly more likely than women to follow other personal interests. 
Table 8.9: Leisure activities. How often do you go to ••. ? (By sex). 
1-2 times 1-2 times Once One+ 
How often do you go ... ? Never a year a month a week a week 
Female 
To the cinema 11.8 67.5 20.7 0.0 0.0 
Out to dinner 3.8 46.2 45.4 4.6 0.0 
To a concert, band, etc. 46.7 53.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
To a sports event*** 30.4 29.2 18.3 14.6 7.5 
To visit friends 0.0 8.8 46.6 29.0 15.5 
To visit relatives** 0.0 19.5 29.4 29.9 21.2 
For a drink in a hotel, pub, or club 35.3 46.6 14.7 3.4 0.0 
Places with a lively night-life 64.4 31.4 4.2 0.0 0.0 
Out shopping* 0.0 0.0 15.8 49.1 35.0 
Walking around your neighbourhood 11.3 11.7 27.6 18.4 31.0 
To do sports or fitness activities 22.9 10.0 16.3 22.9 27.9 
To do other personal interests*** 11.4 15.7 37.3 23.3 12.3 
Male 
To the cinema 17.3 66.1 16.7 0.0 0.0 
Out to dinner 2.4 45.8 44.0 7.7 0.0 
To a concert, band, etc. 48.5 51.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
To a sports event*** 19.0 40.5 21.4 13.1 6.0 
To visit friends 0.0 12.0 52.7 25.1 10.2 
To visit relatives** 0.0 16.5 45.1 29.3 9.1 
For a drink in a hotel, pub, or club 32.9 40.9 18.9 7.3 0.0 
Places with a lively night-life 63.5 31.7 4.8 0.0 0.0 
Out shopping* 0.0 9.6 36.1 33.7 20.5 
Walking around your neighbourhood 11.2 17.2 23.7 24.9 23.1 
To do sports or fitness activities 16.6 13.6 14.8 27.2 27.8 
To do other personal interests*** 4.2 15.6 34.7 26.9 18.6 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: 
* Significant difference between men and women as to how often they attend activity at the P<0.0001 
level. 
** Significant difference between men and women as to how often they attend activity at the P<0.01 
level. 
*** Significant difference between men and women as to how often they attend activity at the P<0.05 
level. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers of responses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
N=410. 
Cells with counts smaller than five omitted. 
8.4.2 With whom do parents attend leisure activities? 
This section examines with whom parents attend leisure activities. Respondents were 
able to choose whether they mainly go to activities with their partner, their partner and 
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children, their children, their friends, or whether they go alone. Respondents are also 
able to answer that the activity is not applicable to them, and these are excluded from 
the distribution of with whom parents attend activities. Activities that have a· large 
proportion reporting that they never attend them are excluded from this investigation 1• 
As discussed in relation to Table 8.9, when parents were asked how often they were 
involved in leisure activities, there was little difference by sex. However, when 
respondents are asked who goes with them, almost all activities are differentiated by sex 
(Table 8.10). 
Table 8.10: Leisure activities. Who usually goes with you when you go to ... ? (By 
sex). 
My Partner & My Igo 
Who goes with you to... ? partner children children Friends alone 
Female 
To the cinema** 36.9 36.0 17.8 9.3 0.0 
Out to dinner 35.4 58.5 0.0 6.1 0.0 
To a sports event* 19.9 60.8 15.8 3.5 0.0 
To visit friends* 4.1 76.7 19.2 0.0 0.0 
To visit relatives* 3.0 82.2 14.8 0.0 0.0 
Out shopping* 5.1 25.5 38.3 6.0 25.1 
Walking around your neighbourhood* 4.4 34.0 38.8 5.8 17.0 
To do sports or fitness activities 3.8 24.0 15.8 13.1 43.2 
To do other personal interests* 3.9 18.4 14.5 13.0 50.2 
Male 
To the cinema** 40.7 47.1 8.6 3.6 0.0 
Out to dinner 38.7 61.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
To a sports event* 8.7 56.7 18.9 15.7 0.0 
To visit friends* 4.9 95.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
To visit relatives* 5.0 95.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Out shopping* 9.3 65.2 11.2 0.0 14.3 
Walking around your neighbourhood* 11.9 49.0 23.2 0.0 15.9 
To do sports or fitness activities 7.9 30.0 10.0 11.4 40.7 
To do other personal interests* 7.7 43.2 3.9 9.0 36.l 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: 
* Significant difference between men and women as to how often they attend activity at the P<0.0001 
** 
*** 
level. 
Significant difference between men and women as to how often they attend activity at the P<0.01 
level. 
Significant difference between men and women as to how often they attend activity at the P<0.05 
level. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers of responses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
N=410. Cells with counts smaller than five omitted. 
1 The questions: To a concert, band, etc.; places with a lively nightlife; for a drink in a hotel, pub, or club, 
are excluded from the investigation on these grounds. 
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The main activities that did not vary significantly between men and women were, who 
goes out to dinner with the respondent and who goes with them to sports or fitness 
activities. Around 60 per cent of respondents indicated that both their partners and their 
children went with them when they went out for dinner, followed by around 35 per cent 
who said that they went with their partners (but not children). For sports or fitness 
activities, a substantial proportion went by themselves (over 40 per cent) followed by 
around 25 per cent who reported that both their partners and children went with them. 
Respondents were accompanied to other activities by their partner, or by their partner 
and children. Close to 90 per cent of fathers reported that they went to the cinema with 
their partner or with their partner and children. For mothers this proportion was closer 
to 70 per cent, with almost 20 per cent reporting they went only with their children, and 
10 per cent saying they went with their friends. 
Fathers often attended events or went out with their children, but often their partner was 
present too. When men went to visit friends or relatives, 95 per cent said that they 
usually went with their partner and child. Sixty-five per cent went shopping with their 
partner and child, and 57 per cent attended sports events with them. 
The activities where fathers were most likely to say that they went with their children 
(but not their partner) were: walking around the neighbourhood (23 per cent); going to a 
sports event (19 per cent); and, playing sports (10 per cent). In comparison, larger 
proportions of mothers had only children accompanying them, and accompanying them 
to more activities. Almost 40 per cent of women said that their child went with them out 
shopping or walking around the neighbourhood. When visiting friends, 19 per cent of 
women said that their children came with them, and 15 per cent said their children 
usually came with them when they went to visit relatives. 
This investigation finds that fathers usually attend leisure activities with their partner 
and child, and mothers are slightly more likely to attend these activities by themselves 
or with their friends. Although men are less likely to attend activities with their friends 
or alone, they are also less likely to go by themselves with their children, as compared 
to women. When attending activities, men tend to go with their partner and their child. 
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8.5 TALKING WITH THE CHILD, PLAYING WITH THE CHILD, AND 
GENERALLY KEEPING AN EYE ON THE CHILD 
The previous section examined how leisure time was spent with children. This section 
looks at: play; talking and reading with the child, which are forms of engagement; and, 
generally keeping an eye on the child, which is a form of responsibility. Talking with 
the child is the fourth dimension of paternal involvement as measured by Kalmijn 
(1999). Play and monitoring were identified in a review of paternal involvement by 
Halle (2000), and play has been found to be a substantial component of men's 
involvement in childrearing (Coltrane, 1995). 
The five measures examined here are: talking with the child; reading to the child; 
listening to problems; playing with the child; and, generally keeping an eye on the child. 
Listening to problems is only measured for children of school age, while playing with 
the child is the only measure that is asked of both parents with children of pre-school 
age, and of parents with children of school age. The remaining three questions only 
apply to parents of children of pre-school age. 
8.5.1 Talking, playing and keeping an eye on pre-school-aged 
children 
Unlike other tasks measured previously, there is almost perfect agreement between the 
responses of men and women for the activities of playing with the child and reading to 
the child (Table 8.11). Women are more likely to respond that they do most of generally 
keeping an eye on the child while men report more sharing. 
For parents of children below school age there is a considerable degree of sharing the 
playing with children and reading to children. Over 50 per cent of respondents report 
sharing equally for playing with the child and a further 43 per cent share reading to the 
child. These proportions are much larger than for other activities associated with 
children under school age. 
Although there is a lower proportion (26 per cent) sharing the general watching of 
children of this age, this is still larger than for most other activities associated with 
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physical care. It is interesting that while the proportion sharing equally is higher than 
for other tasks, the proportion for men doing most of any given task is still small. 
Women are much more likely to have sole responsibility than men (ranging from 44 to 
78 per cent for women, but less than 10 per cent for men). This is further evidence that 
men are rarely solely involved with children. 
Table 8.11: Play, reading and watching children-who has responsibility for tasks 
for youngest child (Per cent)? 
Share Partner 
Who does more of ... ? I do most equally does most Total 
Female 
Playing with the child 44.0 52.0 4.0 100.0 
Reading to the child 49.6 43.9 6.5 100.0 
Generally keeping an eye on the child 77.8 21.4 0.8 100.0 
Male 
Playing with the child 4.2 51.4 44.4 100.0 
Reading to the child 9.7 41.7 48.6 100.0 
Generally keeping an eye on the child 2.7 33.8 63.5 100.0 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Significant difference between men and women in who has responsibility for all tasks at the 
P<0.0001 level. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers ofresponses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
N=203. 
8.5.2 Playing and listening to school-aged children 
As previously observed, there is a large degree of sharing of responsibility between men 
and women for playing with, and listening to, pre-school-aged children. These findings 
are confirmed for children of school age as well (Appendix Table 8.5). 
Close to 65 per cent of male respondents and only slightly fewer female respondents 
report that they share playing with the child equally. This is the largest level of 
involvement by men for any of the activities measured. Further, there is a large degree 
of sharing of listening to problems by men and women. Just over 43 per cent of parents 
report sharing this task. 
As found previously, men appear to have higher levels of involvement with their 
children of school age as compared to the involvement of men with their children of 
pre-school age. 
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8.6 TRANSPORT 
Transport is a rarely examined component of parents' involvement with children. No 
doubt this is due to it having little relevance to children's social or mental development. 
However, it is a task that can be time consuming and inconvenient for parents. 
This overview examines transport to childcare, from childcare, to the doctor, and to 
appointments for children of below school age, and transport to school, from school, to 
sporting activities, and to appointments generally for children of school age. 
In examining the transport of children under school age, what is immediately noticeable 
is that the pattern of sharing these tasks is not as apparent as for the previous 
investigation of play-based activities (Table 8.12). In comparison, men do take sole 
responsibility for two of these tasks. Dropping the child at childcare (14 per cent), and 
picking the child up from childcare (18 per cent) are tasks that men report doing most. 
Table 8.12: Transport-who has responsibility for tasks for youngest child (Per 
cent)? 
Share Partner 
Who usually takes the child... ? I do most equally does most Total 
Female 
To childcarea 71.2 19.7 9.1 100.0 
From childcare 58.5 26.2 15.4 100.0 
To the doctor 85.2 12.5 2.3 100.0 
To appointments 91.3 7.1 1.6 100.0 
Male 
To childcare8 14.0 18.6 67.4 100.0 
From childcare 18.2 29.5 52.3 100.0 
To the doctor 4.1 23.0 73.0 100.0 
To appointments 5.5 16.4 78.1 100.0 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Significant difference between men and women as to who does what for all tasks at the 
P<0.0001 level. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers ofresponses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
a Transport to childcare is based on N=l 12. 
N=203. 
Women remain predominantly responsible for transport, particularly for taking the child 
to the doctor, or to other appointments. 
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In looking at the distribution of responsibility for children of school age (Appendix 
Table 8.6), in around 25 to 30 per cent of cases the child makes its own way to school 
and home from school. For transport to and from school, women have the main 
responsibility in about 50 per cent of cases. 
Around 15 per cent of respondents say that they share the transport tasks of taking the 
child to school, taking the child home from school, and taking the child to 
appointments. This proportion is much higher for taking the child to sporting activities, 
where over 40 per cent of respondents say that they share this transport task equally. 
This reflects the finding previously that men are more involved when the task is play-
based. 
8.7 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has examined the involvement of parents in day-to-day childcare tasks and 
activities. The areas examined were the physical care of the child, involvement in 
school-related activities, leisure activities, play, reading, monitoring, and transporting 
the child to activities and appointments. This overview, together with the previous 
chapter outlining men's involvement in housework tasks provide a great deal of 
information on the distribution of responsibility of tasks between mothers and fathers. 
It was noted that previous studies (predominantly from the US) found that there were 
particular factors associated with men's involvement in child tasks. These factors 
include the employment of mothers, the socioeconomic status of fathers, the age of 
entry to parenthood, number of children, age of children, perceived marital quality, 
marital status, and parental identity. Many of these factors were investigated to see if 
they were important in predicting Australian fathers' involvement. Further, where 
appropriate variation in women's participation was investigated. 
It was found that in the distribution of responsibility for childrearing tasks, women were 
more likely to take primary responsibility as compared to men. This was true for all 
child involvement measures. Higher levels of women's responsibility were particularly 
evident for physical-care tasks and transportation. 
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Overall, men were more involved in tasks that could be perceived as fun. The tasks 
where men were most likely to be involved were play-based activities or tasks such as 
putting the child to bed. Also, they were more involved in tasks that occur outside of 
working hours, such as dressing the child for bed, or transport which occurs on the way 
to or home from work, such as taking a child to the childcare centre. However, even 
tasks that men are the most involved in (for example, playing with children), remain 
predominantly the responsibility of women. 
When investigating the factors associated with parental involvement, particular sets of 
factors were found for both mothers and fathers. The factors associated with men's 
involvement were income, investment score, and age of child, all of which were 
positively associated with men's involvement. For women, the factors associated with 
their involvement scores were income and whether they worked or not. 
It was found in Chapter six that men who worked had higher scores for investment (a 
measure of parental identity). It is interesting that while investment is related to 
employment, both investment and income are positively related to parental involvement 
for men. It is possible that this is an indication of changing meanings of involvement for 
men. The concept of the good father being the breadwinner may also be increasingly 
associated with a more hands on approach to childrearing. 
The investigation continually found that men had higher levels of involvement if the 
child was older. For all dimensions, men have higher levels of involvement for school-
aged children as compared to pre-school-aged children. Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane found 
a similar pattern and gave the following explanation: 
We assume that fathers are spending more time with older children because fathers are 
more comfortable engaging in such activities as verbal exchange, energetic play, and 
explicit instruction that are more feasible with older preschoolers 
(Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane, 1992:642). 
This certainly seems to be an appropriate explanation for the PS99 sample too. Men are 
more likely to be involved in those types of activities and also more likely to be 
involved with older children. Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane also found that: 
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Most fathers remain in a helper role and are assuming responsibility for less onerous 
tasks-such (as) watching over preschoolers-while the mother performs primary care 
for a new baby 
(Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane, 1992:642-643). 
This is no doubt a factor in the PS99 sample, where some parents have children at 
below-school age and of school age. One mother1 from the PS99 sample wrote: 
Since Jack (4 months) was born, our parenting tasks have changed. Because I am 
breastfeeding, I spend most of my time with Jack. Things like bedtime for the older 
boys, which we used to share, are mainly being done by Michael (partner). I expect this 
to be a temporary change and as Jack becomes less dependent on me, the tasks that 
Michael and I do will likely change again 
(PS99 1954, 1999). 
While there are higher levels of involvement for men with their children of school age, 
the involvement is predominantly on a shared basis. For the leisure activities, men 
spend considerable time with both their partners and their children. For other activities, 
if men are involved then it is usually on a shared basis; the higher involvement for men 
with children of school age is not reflected by the fathers doing most of any task. 
Men and women in Australia still have a distribution of responsibility for childrearing 
that is based on the 'traditional' division of labour. There are factors that are related to 
greater involvement by men, and they are similar to findings of studies from the US. 
Paid labour for women is related to having a lower level of responsibility and having 
older children relates to a higher degree of responsibility for men. While Kalmijn 
(Kalmijn, 1999) writes that the traditional gendered division of labour cannot be 
assumed anymore, the division of responsibility in Australia remains in the traditional 
mould to a large extent. 
The following chapter looks at the parenting styles that are used by men and women. 
1 Names have been changed. 
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Parenting styles 
-9-
During the past 25 years, research based on Baumrind's conceptualization of 
parenting style has produced a remarkably consistent picture of the type of 
parenting conducive to the successful socialization of children into the 
dominant culture ... Authoritativeness-a constellation of parent attributes ... -
has been shown to help children and adolescents develop an instrumental 
competence characterized by the balancing of societal and individual needs 
and responsibilities. 
(Darling and Steinberg, 1993:487) 
The previous chapter, which examined the practical aspects of raising children, found 
that there was considerable difference in the amount of responsibility taken by men and 
women for the caring and rearing of children. While that investigation focused on the 
instrumental aspects of parenting, this chapter deals with parenting styles. Parenting 
styles are characteristics of the parent and, unlike parenting practices, are independent 
of the behaviour of the child (Darling and Steinberg, 1993). Parenting styles then are 
'context-free aspects of parenting' (Russell et al., 1998). 
The original conceptualisation of parenting styles consisted of authoritarian, 
authoritative, and permissive parenting styles (Baumrind, 1971). More recently, it has 
been theorised that there are two orthogonal dimensions of parenting styles, one 
representing responsiveness, the other, demandingness (Baumrind, 1991; Maccoby and 
Martin, 1983). In different combinations, these dimensions combine to form four 
typologies of parenting styles: authoritative, authoritarian, permissive, and neglectful. 
The concept of authoritative parenting, has been widely found to be associated with 
positive child development. Robinson et al. reported that: 
authoritative parenting style has been shown to assist young children and adolescents 
develop instrumental competence which is characterized by psychosocial maturity, 
cooperation with peers and adults, responsible independence, and academic success. 
(Robinson et al., 1995) 
198 
Although positive effects of authoritative parenting on academic performance have been 
found for European-American adolescents, they have not been found to be effective for 
Asian- or African-American youths (Steinberg et al., 1992). Cultural specificity of this 
nature raises the general question of the degree to which parenting styles represent an 
idealised hierarchy determined by cultural values. 
This chapter examines the classification of parenting styles, and describes their 
important features. The measurement of parenting styles is overviewed, and a shortened 
version of the Parenting Practices Questionnaire (PPQ) which was developed by 
Robinson, et al. (1995) based on Block's Q sort, is used. An overview of the socio-
economic and demographic factors associated with parental style preference is 
presented to determine the relevant explanatory factors. The dimensions of parenting 
styles found in the data are discussed, followed by a comparison of background factors. 
9.1 WHAT ARE PARENTING STYLES? 
The perspective of parenting styles comes from the investigation into the effect of 
disciplinary techniques. The purpose of that body of research was to identify differences 
in parenting characteristics and to determine the relationship with child behaviour 
(Maccoby and Martin, 1983). This work was based on learning and psychoanalytic 
theory (Becker, 1964), but it has been argued that the parenting types found were only 
'weakly related to the theories that had guided the formulation of the studies' (Maccoby 
and Martin, 1983:37). 
In 1966, Baumrind discussed three models of parental control which she had found 
'influenced greatly the child-rearing practices of educators, parents, and child-
development experts' (Baumrind, 1966:889). These dimensions of parental control were 
permissive, authoritarian and authoritative parenting, and are typologies still widely 
used (Robinson et al., 1995). Baumrind (1996), in a recent discussion of this model, 
wrote that it was conceived as an alternative to the extreme disciplinary positions of 30 
years ago. She wrote that the two opposing views, that of child-centred permissiveness 
(liberal model) and restrictive parent-centred authoritarianism (conservative model) are 
no more suitable today than at the time she first proposed the authoritative alternative 
(Baumrind, 1996:405). 
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Following Baumrind's seminal work, adaptations found two orthogonal dimensions of 
parenting styles (Maccoby and Martin, 1983). These are demandingness and 
responsiveness. 
It has been said that the concepts of responsiveness and demandingness reflect the 
demands between society and the individual (Darling and Steinberg, 1993; Smetana, 
1994). The dimension of responsiveness is about dealing with children's individuality 
and autonomy (Smetana, 1994). It refers to the extent that parents provide warmth, 
reciprocity, clear communication and person-centred discourse, and attachment 
(Baumrind, 1996). The dimension of demandingness is the amount that parents require 
their children to become integrated into their surroundings, or 'parents' willingness to 
make and enforce moral and conventional rules' (Smetana, 1994:24). The dimension 
includes confrontation, monitoring, and consistent, contingent discipline (Baumrind, 
1996). 
9.1.1 The four-factor model 
The combination of different levels of demandingness and responsiveness leads to a 
four-part classification of parenting styles (see Figure 9.1). 
Figure 9.1. Representation of four-part classification of parenting styles. 
Responsive Unresponsive 
Demanding Authoritative (reciprocal Authoritarian (parent-centred) 
parental-child 
communication) 
Undemanding Permissive/indulgent (child- Neglectful 
centred) 
Source: Based on Maccoby and Martin (1983:39). 
Authoritative parenting 
Authoritative parents are both responsive and demanding. Parents that display 
authoritative parenting styles are responsive to the child's needs, but are also 
demanding of their children. Although authoritative parents exert firm control in their 
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demandingness, they do not exert restrictive measures (Darling and Steinberg, 1993). 
Aunola et al. in overviewing the literature on parenting styles found that parents with 
authoritative styles show interest and active participation in the child's life, a high level 
of open communication, trust toward the child, parental acceptance, encouragement of 
psychological autonomy, and high behavioural and monitoring control (Aunola et al., 
2000:207). 
Authoritarian parenting 
Like authoritative parents, authoritarian parents show high degrees of demandingness, 
but this demandingness is of a restrictive nature rather than that of firm control (Darling 
and Steinberg, 1993). However, unlike authoritative parents, authoritarian parents are 
unresponsive to children's demands. The direction of responsibility is one way, from 
the parent to the child. Aunola et al. find that there is a low level of trust and 
engagement with the child, and that authoritarian parents discourage open 
communication (Aunola et al., 2000:207). Similarly, Smetana found that 'they view 
obedience as a virtue and favor punitive responses when their children's beliefs or 
behavior conflict with their own standards of permissible conduct' (Smetana, 1994:21). 
This pattern of parenting has also been referred to as 'power-assertive' (Maccoby and 
Martin, 1983:39). 
Permissive parenting 
Permissive parents are child-centred. They show high levels of responsiveness, but low 
levels of demandingness. These parents use little punishment, and avoid asserting 
authority (Maccoby and Martin, 1983). This style is associated to the liberal model 
identified by Baumrind (1966) and, to a large degree, children are allowed to determine 
their own behaviour. Although permissive parents are responsive to their child's needs, 
'these parents make few maturity demands and do not insist that their children follow 
parentally defined standards' (Smetana, 1994). This pattern of parenting is problematic 
for child socialization, as it is widely agreed by child development experts that 
'children's emerging sense of regularity and justice is fostered by a well-structured 
regimen and clear and consistent rules of conduct that are fairly administered' 
(Baumrind, 1996:409). 
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Neglectful parenting 
Neglectful parenting is the fourth part of this parenting classification. It was not 
conceptualised under Baumrind's original parenting control model (Baumrind, 1966; 
Baumrind, 1968). This style, also referred to as an 'indifferent-uninvolved pattern' 
(Maccoby and Martin, 1983), is characterised by parents spending little time with 
children, and showing minimum response to the child's needs or the child's behaviour 
(Brenner and Fox, 1999). At its most extreme, neglectful parenting is associated with 
physical abuse, hostile verbal abuse, neglect, and psychological unavailability 
(Maccoby and Martin, 1983). 
9.1.2 Measurement of parenting style dimensions 
The measurement of parenting styles in this chapter is based on a commonly used 
instrument. Robinson et al. (Robinson et al., 1995) write that Baumrind's model has 
been commonly used to gather information from adolescents on their parents' parenting 
styles. However, the instrument that is used in this research examines the reports of 
parents. It is called the Parenting Practices Questionnaire (PPQ) and is based on 
Block's Child-Rearing Practices Report. 
The PPQ was empirically tested by Robinson, et al. (1995) in order to determine the 
major dimensions of parenting practices, together with sub-factors of these practices. 
The aim was to develop a measure which reflected the practice of parenting styles. It is 
a 62-item questionnaire that consists of four sub-factors that are dimensions of 
authoritative parenting, four factors that are dimensions of authoritarian parenting, and 
three factors that are dimensions of permissive parenting (Robinson et al., 1995). The 
neglectful parenting style is not reflected in these dimensions. Using a different 
measure, Brenner and Fox (1999) gave the following explanation for not finding the 
neglectful dimension in their investigation: 
Researchers who have focused on neglectful families have adopted passive 
consent procedures, to maximize the inclusion of such families; the present 
study may have included insufficient numbers of neglectful parents to be 
detected as a separate cluster. 
(Brenner and Fox, 1999:353) 
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Although the neglectful dimension was not evident in the study of Robinson et al., a 
number of sub-factors were identified (Robinson et al., 1995). These are: 
Authoritative factors 
19. Warmth and involvement 
20. Reasoning/induction 
21. Democratic participation 
22. Good natured/easy going 
Authoritarian factors 
1. Verbal hostility 
2. Corporal punishment 
3. Nonreasoning 
4. Punitive strategies 
Permissive factors 
1. Lack of follow through 
2. Ignoring misbehavior 
3. Self-confidence 
' The PPQ has also been used by researchers examining an Australian sample. Russell et 
al. (1998) applied the instrument, and found similar major dimensions and sub-factors 
as Robinson et al. (1995). The major difference between the factors found by Russell et 
al. (1998) were that the permissive factor 'self-confidence' was not evident and an extra 
authoritarian factor, 'short-fuse' was found. 
Although the PPQ was the basis for the instrument used in the PS99, the scale used in 
this research consisted of only 29 items (Appendix 1, Part 5). The purpose of the 
reduction (as outlined in Chapter two) was to avoid alienating NLC survey respondents. 
As the NLC survey is a longitudinal survey, overburdening respondents with a long list 
of parenting styles that appear very repetitive was considered too onerous. As not 
overburdening NLC respondents was a major consideration, it was decided that the PPQ 
should be shortened. 
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In order to shorten the PPQ, reduction was based on items that were: difficult to 
understand; too wordy; obviously repeated in slightly different forms; and, questions 
that were unsubtle in soliciting information on corporal punishment (see Appendix 3). It 
is acknowledged that the reduction in the number of items could lead to difficulty in 
interpreting sub-factors. However, the removal would not lead to difficulty in 
determining the major dimensions. 
It should be highlighted that the PPQ has been used in studies reflecting both parenting 
styles (Russell et al., 1998), and parenting practices (Robinson et al., 1995). Russell et 
al. differentiate between parenting styles and parenting practices by stating that 
'practices involve behaviours' (Russell et al., 1998:89). 
In this investigation, the instrument is being treated as a measure of parenting styles. 
The measure is not being used to examine the impact of parenting to achieve particular 
child outcomes. Instead, the PPQ is used to look at the overall style of parents, not 
simply a parent's use towards one child, or in a given situation. 
Parenting-style factors in the PS99 sample 
Factor analysis was performed on the responses of the PS99 sample in order to 
determine the dimensions that were evident in this sample. A four-factor solution was 
found to satisfactorily represent the data. Six parenting style questions were excluded 
from the final solution as they loaded heavily across the four dimensions 1. The four 
factors found were one that represents warmth and understanding, one that represents 
boundary setting, one that involves democratic participation, and the final factor is 
authoritarian discipline. The questions that relate to each factor are included at 
Appendix 11. 
Since many items were excluded from the 62-item instrument, it can be expected that 
this sample shows fewer factors than that found by Russell et al. (1998). However, the 
four factors evident in the PS99 data are similar to four of those found by Russell et al. 
'Warmth and understanding' in the PS99 data is similar to Russell et als. Warmth and 
1 The questions that are excluded are: Q100(7) Spoils child; QlOO(lO) Tells child what is expected before 
they do something; Q100(21) Tells child what to do; Q100(23) Allows child to interrupt others; Q100(26) 
When two children are fighting, I/my partner disciplines children first and asks questions later; Q 100(27) 
Bribes child with rewards. 
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involvement, 'Boundary setting' is similar to Reasoning/induction, Democratic 
participation is titled the same, as it represents a very similar dimension, and 
'Authoritarian discipline' is similar to the Corporal punishment factor. 
It is noticeable that many of the items that were excluded in determining the four factors 
are representative of permissive parenting. It is probable that there were not enough 
items to accurately represent this dimension. 
The mean scores for each factor, together with an internal alpha reliability measure 
(Cronbach's Alpha) are presented at Table 9.1. The mean score is highest for warmth 
and involvement (7.2), followed by democratic participation (6.2). The lowest mean, 
score is for authoritarian discipline (3.3). All the factors had high alpha scores (above 
0.90). These scores are higher than those found by Russell et al. (1998) for their similar 
factors, partly because they are based on a careful selection of items. 
Table 9.1: Descriptive statistics. Measures of central tendency, dispersion and 
reliability. Parenting style factors. 
Parenting style factor 
Warmth and understanding 
Boundary setting 
Democratic participation 
Authoritarian discipline 
Source: PS99 data. 
Descriptive statistic 
Mean SD Alpha 
PS99 10-point scale 
7.2 1.9 0.99 
5.7 2.2 0.98 
6.2 1.6 0.94 
3.3 1.7 0.97 
The intercorrelations between factors are available at Appendix 9 .1. The authoritative 
factors show a substantial amount of correlation between factors. Warmth and 
understanding has a correlation of 0.3 with boundary setting, and 0.4 with democratic 
participation. In this case, this is not really problematic; it should be expected that 
parents who have authoritative responses on one factor are likely to do so on another 
authoritative factor. What is of more interest is whether the authoritative factors are 
correlated with the authoritarian factor. There is a low-negative correlation (-0.1) for all 
authoritative factors with authoritarian discipline. This means that the authoritative 
factors are independent of the authoritarian one. 
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9.1.3 Factors that are related to parenting styles 
Darling and Steinberg (1993) have questioned why little is known about why different 
parents use different parenting styles. They also suggest that there are many factors that 
may determine parenting practices, but this is something that is not usually examined in 
research (Darling and Steinberg, 1993:494-5). The distinction between parenting styles, 
as conceptualised using Baumrind's typologies, and parenting practices, has been made 
by Darling and Steinberg1 (1993). 
Most of the studies that have examined background factors are based on the relationship 
between them and parenting practices. Few studies have explored the relationship 
between parents' background and parenting styles. The following outlines the factors 
that have been found to be related to parenting styles and parenting practices in previous 
research. 
Sex of the parent has been considered in recent psychological literature. Russell et al. 
note that this is due to a wider interest in social science research on the 'contribution of 
sex and gender to social behaviour and structures' (1998:89). Russell et al. (1998) also 
examined the relationship between parent and sex of the child in the use of parenting 
styles. They found that mothers were more likely to use authoritative styles, fathers 
were more likely to use negative styles, and that there is a higher use of authoritarian 
styles with boys than with girls. 
Other factors that have been considered are: age of the child (Fox and Bentley, 1992); 
maternal age and mother's education (Fox et al., 1995; Kelley et al., 1992); family 
socioeconomic status and marital status (Fox et al., 1995). 
Fox and Bruce (2001) examined the background factors of fathers on the parenting 
styles of responsivity, harshness, behavioral engagement and affective involvement. 
They investigated the relationship between paternal age, income, and education on these 
styles, but also considered father identity salience an important explanatory feature (Fox 
and Bruce, 2001). 
1 Parenting practices are the behaviours that are practised by parents in order to perform their parental 
duties. They reflect the typologies of parenting styles (Darling and Steinberg, 1993:488). 
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Finally, Moorehouse, in overv1ewmg the relationship between work and family 
dynamics, emphasised the importance of understanding how both parents' involvement 
in the workforce affects family life: 
A first task for research is to understand how parents' (both mothers' and fathers') 
experiences at work transfer to family life in positive as well as negative ways. 
(Moorehouse, 1993:267) 
Moorehouse's overview found that there is evidence that a parent's degree of 
investment in parenting and investment in work were important in understanding 
parenting styles. These factors were related to authoritative parenting for women 
(Moorehouse, 1993:275). 
Many of the background factors considered in previous chapters are explored in relation 
to parenting styles. This will determine if there are background characteristics that are 
related to the use of parenting styles in this sample of Australian parents. 
Factors that are not examined are age of a specific child or sex of a specific child. This 
is because the aim is to determine overall parenting styles, rather than parenting 
practices directed at a particular child. However, age of youngest child is considered as 
a general marker of children's ages. Generally, the factors considered relate to the 
parent's situation. 
9.2 WARMTH AND UNDERSTANDING 
Warmth and understanding is the most dominant parenting style of the four dimensions 
evident in PS99 data. Ten of the items on the PPQ were used to form the warmth and 
understanding measure. 
Parents who have high scores on warmth and understanding say that they are highly 
involved in behaviours such as giving affection by hugging, kissing, and holding their 
children, giving comfort and understanding, joking and playing, and encouraging the 
child to talk about problems. These are all activities which reflect an authoritative 
parenting style. 
Parents tend to score higher on this measure than on any of the other parenting style 
dimensions. The mean score is 7 .2, and the distribution is skewed to the left, with 
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parents generally having scores closer to ten than to zero. However, there are significant 
relationships between the background characteristics of respondents and their score on 
warmth and understanding. 
Women have a higher mean score (8.0) than men (6.1), suggesting that mothers are 
more likely to use this type of parenting style than fathers (Table 9.2). Differences in 
mean scores are also evident by education and integration for women. Women with 
higher than secondary education score slightly higher than women who have education 
at secondary or lower levels. 
The saliency measure of parenting identity (integration) is related to this parenting style. 
The relationship is a small positive one for women, and a slightly larger positive one for 
men. It is interesting to note that integration, the parenting identity measure of salience, 
is related to parenting style, as it was not related to instrumental forms of parental 
involvement. Parents who are able to integrate the different components of their life are 
more likely to show warmth and understanding parenting styles, and this relationship is 
stronger for men than for women. 
However, overall the main difference in use of warmth and understanding is related to 
the sex of the parent. 
9.3 BOUNDARY SETTING 
Boundary setting is the second authoritative measure found in these data, and mean 
scores are lower than those found for warmth and understanding. Boundary setting has a 
normal distribution. The measure involves parents setting strict well-defined 
boundaries, carrying out punishments, and emphasising the reasons for rules. It is 
similar to Smetana's description of a component of authoritative parenting, 'They exert 
consistent and firm control but provide clear explanations for their standards' (Smetana, 
1994:21). 
Again there is a difference evident for men and women (Table 9.3), with women having 
a higher mean score (6.1) than men (5.3). Age, marital status, age at first birth, age of 
youngest child, net income and investment show no relationship to boundary setting for 
either mothers or fathers. 
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Table 9.2: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of warmth and 
understanding parenting styles factor by explanatory variables. 
Warmth and understanding 
Explanatory variable Female Male Total 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 6.1 (1.97) 
Female 8.0 (1.33) 
Age group 
Under35 8.1 (1.46) 6.4 (1.98) 7.6 (1.78) 
35-39 8.0 (1.26) 6.0 (2.03) 7.4 (1.80) 
40-44 7.8 (l.29) 6.1 (2.05) 6.8 (1.96) 
45+ 7.8 (1.24) 6.1 (1.82) 6.8 (1.79) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 7.7 (1.28) 6.2 (2.51) 7.3 (1.71) 
Married and living together 8.0 (1.34) 6.1 (1.96) 7.2 (1.88) 
Born in Australia? 
No 8.0 (l.12) 6.1 ( 1.51) 7.2 (1.58) 
Yes 8.0 (1.38) 6.1 (2.05) 7.2 (1.92) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 7.8 (1.50) 6.3 (2.23) 7.3 (1.91) 
Higher than secondary 8.1 (1.17) 6.0 (1.83) 7.2 (1.83) 
Age at first birth 
Less than thirty 8.0 (1.36) 6.2 (1.87) 7.4 (1.76) 
Thirty+ 8.0 (l.28) 6.1 (2.07) 6.9 (1.98) 
Number of children in the householda 
One 8.0 (l.18) 6.1 (2.11) 7.2 (1.86) 
Two 8.1 ( 1.41) 6.1 (1.91) 7.2 (1.90) 
Three+ 7.8 (1.38) 6.2 (1.97) 7.2 (1.80) 
Worked last week? 
No 8.0 (1.30) 6.5 (1.30) 7.8 (1.37) 
Yes 8.0 ( 1.35) 6.1 (2.00) 7.0 (1.95) 
Correlation coefficient 
Age of youngest child -0.05 0.03 -0.04 
Net income (Net2a)b -0.02 -0.05 -0.25 
Investment 0.02 0.08 0.21 
Integration 0.17 0.22 0.21 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Bolded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for 
respondents of that sex. 
N=398. 
a Number of children under age 13 in the household. 
b Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1. 
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Table 9.3: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of boundary setting 
parenting styles factor by explanatory variables. 
Boundary setting 
Explanatory variable Female Male Total 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 5.3 (2.17) 
Female 6.1 (2.12) 
Age group 
Under35 5.6 (2.14) 5.0 (2.08) 5.4 (2.12) 
35-39 6.3 (2.15) 5.3 (2.49) 6.0 (2.30) 
40-44 6.5 (l.82) 5.6 (2.13) 6.0 (2.05) 
45+ 6.2 (2.25) 4.8 (1.92) 5.3 (2.15) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 5.5 (2.39) 5.3 (0.90) 5.4 (2.13) 
Married and living together 6.1 (2.09) 5.3 (2.21) 5.8 (2.18) 
Born in Australia? 
No 6.1 (2.06) 4.3 (1.88) 5.4 (2.16) 
Yes 6.1 (2.13) 5.4 (2.19) 5.8 (2.18) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 5.7 (2.08) 5.3 (2.25) 5.5 (2.15) 
Higher than secondary 6.4 (2.10) 5.3 (2.14) 5.9 (2.19) 
Age at first birth 
Less than thirty 6.2 (2.26) 5.0 (2.26) 5.8 (2.33) 
Thirty+ 5.9 (1.75) 5.5 (2.07) 5.7 (l.93) 
Number of children in the householda 
One 6.5 (2.22) 5.0 (2.13) 5.9 (2.29) 
Two 6.0 (2.00) 5.0 (2.15) 5.6 (2.12) 
Three+ 5.8 (2.16) 6.2 (2.09) 5.9 (2.13) 
Worked last week? 
No 5.6 (2.14) 6.6 (2.25) 5.7 (2.16) 
Yes 6.3 (2.06) 5.2 (2.15) 5.8 (2.18) 
Correlation coefficient 
Age of youngest child 0.12 0.00 0.05 
Net income (Net2a)b 0.04 -0.13 -0.12 
Investment 0.08 -0.08 0.07 
Integration 0.20 0.06 0.15 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Bolded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for 
respondents of that sex. 
N=398. 
"Number of children under age 13 in the household. 
b Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1. 
For fathers, those who were born in Australia had higher scores than those who were 
not born in Australia, indicating that there are possible cultural aspects of this construct. 
Number of children is also related to the use of boundary setting, with men who have 
three or more children having a higher score than those with two or fewer children. The 
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reverse pattern is evident for women, but it is not statistically significant. Men who did 
not work last week score 6.6 on this scale, a score which is significantly different to 
men who work (5.2). 
In comparison, women who worked in the previous week had a higher mean score (6.3) 
than women who did not work (5.6). Education is also related to the amount they use 
boundary setting, with women who have higher than secondary education having a 
higher boundary setting score than women with secondary or lower education. 
Integration is also positively associated to boundary setting for women. 
These findings show that there are more factors associated with boundary setting than 
were evident for warmth and understanding. Education was related to women's score on 
both warmth and understanding and boundary setting. Women's work status also shows 
a significant relationship, as does score on the integration scale. It seems that a mother's 
use of boundary setting is related to other aspects of her life. 
9.4 DEMOCRATIC PARTICIPATION 
Democratic participation is the final measure of authoritative parenting that is apparent 
in the PS99 data. The scores are slightly higher than for boundary setting, and are 
approximately normally distributed. This measure involves items such as allowing the 
child to give input into family rules, talking and reasoning with the child when it 
misbehaves, and encouraging the child to freely express itself even when disagreeing 
with parents. These types of parenting behaviours are associated with a democratic 
parenting style. Maccoby and Martin (1983) found that authoritative parenting using a 
democratic style is associated with children's self-esteem. 
Mothers have higher scores than fathers on the democratic participation measure (Table 
9.4). Women have a mean score of 6.5, and men have a mean score of 5.7. Age, which 
was negatively associated with warmth and understanding, is positively associated with 
democratic participation for men. Fathers who are under age 35 have a mean score of 
4.8, as compared to around six for older fathers. This pattern is also evident for women 
but the differences in mean scores are not as wide, and do not show statistically 
significant differences. 
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Table 9.4: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of democratic 
participation parenting styles factor by explanatory variables. 
Democratic participation 
Explanatory variable Female Male Total 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 5.7 (1.61) 
Female 6.5 (1.56) 
Age group 
Under35 6.2 (l.45) 4.8 (1.80) 5.8 (1.66) 
35-39 6.5 (l.67) 5.7 (1.32) 6.3 (1.61) 
40-44 6.8 (1.26) 6.0 (l.63) 6.3 (1.53) 
45+ 6.8 (l.96) 6.0 (1.44) 6.3 (1.69) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 6.1 (1.57) 5.2 (1.07) 5.9 (l.50) 
Married and living together 6.5 (l.56) 5.7 (1.63) 6.2 (l.63) 
Born in Australia? 
No 6.7 (1.56) 6.1 (l.37) 6.5 (1.51) 
Yes 6.4 (l.56) 5.6 (1.65) 6.1 (l.64) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 6.2 (1.63) 5.6 (1.95) 6.0 (l.77) 
Higher than secondary 6.7 (1.47) 5.7 (1.42) 6.2 (1.52) 
Age at first birth 
Less than thirty 6.5 (1.62) 5.6 (l.60) 6.2 (l.66) 
Thirty+ 6.4 (l.43) 5.8 (1.62) 6.1 (1.57) 
Number of children in the householda 
One 6.6 (1. 71) 5.8 (1.71) 6.3 (1.74) 
Two 6.6 (l.47) 5.7 (1.47) 6.2 (1.53) 
Three+ 6.1 (l.51) 5.6 (l.84) 5.9 (1.64) 
Worked last week? 
No 6.2 (1.53) 5.6 (l.41) 6.1 (1.52) 
Yes 6.6 (1.56) 5.7 (1.62) 6.2 (1.65) 
Correlation coefficient 
Age of youngest child 0.23 0.19 0.19 
Net income (Net2a)b 0.10 0.01 -0.06 
Investment 0.02 0.15 0.15 
Integration 0.13 0.22 0.18 
Source: PS99 data 
Notes: Bolded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for 
respondents of that sex. 
N=398. 
a Number of children under age 13 in the household. 
b Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1. 
The age pattern evident for democratic participation appears to be related to age of 
youngest child. As age of youngest child rises, so too does the score on democratic 
participation. This pattern is evident for men and women. This explains the lower scores 
of respondents in younger age groups (as they have younger children). This accords 
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with developmental considerations which suggest that use of reciprocity and reasoning 
is related to developmental age (Baumrind, 1978; Baumrind, 1996). 
Integration showed a moderate positive relationship with democratic participation for 
fathers. This parental identity was also found to be related to warmth and understanding 
for men. 
For mothers, there is a relationship between their level of education, and whether they 
worked last week. Women who have secondary or higher education, and women who 
worked last week scored higher than if they had a lower level of education, or did not 
work. This is the same pattern that was found for boundary setting. 
9.5 AUTHORITARIAN DISCIPLINE 
Authoritarian discipline is the last measure of parenting style. It is an authoritarian 
parenting style and entails components of corporal punishment. Scores for this measure 
are lower than for the other parenting styles and the distribution is right skewed. The 
mean score is 3.3. 
The types of items which are included in this measure are spanking when the child is 
disobedient, yelling when the child misbehaves, and arguing with the child. It has been 
found that power-assertive parenting techniques are associated with children's low 
commonsense, aggression, and moral judgement (Maccoby and Martin, 1983). The 
mean scores show that this parenting style is not a commonly used style. 
Although differences were evident between fathers and mothers on all the authoritative 
measures, there is no significant difference found for authoritarian discipline. The mean 
score is slightly higher for men, but it is not statistically significant (Table 9.5). 
There appears to be a curvilinear relationship between number of children m the 
household and use of authoritarian discipline. This is significant for men. While the 
pattern is there for women, it is not statistically significant. This is a curious result 
implying that authoritarian discipline is most prevalent in families with family size 
close to the ideal of two children, and there is no theoretical explanation. 
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Table 9.5: Analysis of variance and correlation coefficients of authoritarian 
discipline parenting styles factor by explanatory variables. 
Authoritarian discipline 
Explanatory variable Female Male Total 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 3.5 (1.75) 
Female 3.2 (1.66) 
Age group 
Under 35 3.5 (1.83) 3.2 (2.10) 3.4 (1.90) 
35-39 3.2 (l.64) 3.7 (1.68) 3.3 (1.66) 
40-44 2.9 (1.54) 3.5 (1.57) 3.3 (1.57) 
45+ 2.5 (l.09) 3.3 (1.83) 3.0 (1.61) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 3.5 (2.21) 4.6 (1.91) 3.8 (2.16) 
Married and living together 3.1 (l.61) 3.4 (1.76) 3.3 (1.66) 
Born in Australia? 
No 3.2 (1.49) 3.2 (2.05) 3.2 (l.71) 
Yes 3.2 (l.70) 3.5 (l.69) 3.3 (1.70) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 3.3 (l.45) 3.3 (1.53) 3.3 (1.48) 
Higher than secondary 3.1 (l.81) 3.5 (1.85) 3.3 (l.84) 
Age at first birth 
Less than thirty 3.2 (1.64) 3.7 (2.00) 3.4 (l.78) 
Thirty+ 3.1 (l.72) 3.3 (l.45) 3.2 (1.58) 
Number of children in the household8 
One 2.8 (l.78) 3.0 (1.77) 2.9 (1.77) 
Two 3.4 (1.68) 3.8 (1.80) 3.6 (1.74) 
Three+ 3.2 (1.40) 3.3 (1.41) 3.3 (1.40) 
Worked last week? 
No 3.3 (1.65) 2.5 (1.25) 3.2 (l.62) 
Yes 3.1 (l.67) 3.5 (l.76) 3.3 (1.72) 
Correlation coefficient 
Age of youngest child -0.19 0.05 -0.08 
Net income (Net2a)b 0.08 -0.02 0.07 
Investment -0.17 -0.03 -0.14 
Integration -0.27 -0.02 -0.17 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: Bolded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for 
respondents of that sex. 
N=398. 
a Number of children under age 13 in the household. 
b Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1. 
For mothers, negative relationships are evident for age of youngest child, investment 
and integration with authoritarian discipline. This suggests that mothers who invest 
more in their children are less likely to use authoritarian styles, and also that those who 
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have integrated their parenting with other aspects of their lives are less likely to use 
authoritarian measures. 
There does not appear to be any significant relationship between discipline and: whether 
parents were born in Australia; marital status; education; whether the respondent 
worked last week; net income; or, age at first birth. This is possibly because there is not 
a large amount of variation in authoritarian parenting scores. Therefore, any 
relationships that exist between these factors and authoritarian discipline are not large 
enough to be picked up in this sample due to its size. 
9.6 CONCLUSION 
Little is known about the relationship between people's background characteristics and 
their use of parenting styles (Darling and Steinberg, 1993). Given that the relationship 
between parenting styles and child outcomes is an important one, this is surprising. This 
investigation, based on a sub-sample of a national longitudinal survey, provides some 
information on the relationship between background characteristics and use of parenting 
styles in the Australian context. We need to bear in mind that previous studies have 
identified cultural specificity of parenting styles, implying that the styles might 
represent cultural ideals. From this perspective, the beneficial outcome associated with 
parenting styles would arise from culturally-specific benefits of adherence to 
behavioural ideals. Unfortunately with the sample size of this study it is difficult to 
compare the variation that may be enmeshed in Australia's multicultural population. 
Amato and Rivera suggest that it is the 'quality of resources that parents provide, rather 
than the gender of the parent, that matter to children' (1999:376). This means that both 
fathers and mothers can make a contribution to children's upbringing through 
authoritative parenting. In Australia, Russell et al. (1998) found that mothers were more 
likely to use authoritative styles than fathers, and that this had a possible impact on the 
effectiveness of parenting practices. The analysis of PS99 data found a similar pattern. 
Women had higher scores than men on all three authoritative measures. Although there 
was no significant difference between men and women on the authoritarian measure, it 
can certainly be concluded that mothers use authoritative measures more than fathers. 
According to Russell et al. 'if authoritative styles increase the effectiveness of parenting 
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practices, it is possible that mothers will be more effective than fathers' (1998:96). By 
the same token, it is possible that fathers could benefit from increased use of 
authoritative styles. This would improve their parenting effectiveness. 
In terms of respondents' use of authoritarian styles, it is interesting to find that the role 
of disciplinarian is not more evident for fathers than for mothers. This, together with 
fairly low scores on this form of parenting style, suggests that this is not a prominent 
form of parenting in Australia. 
Previous investigations into the relationship between parents' background and parenting 
styles have been few. Among the main factors investigated were maternal age, 
socioeconomic status, and education. Some research also suggested the use of parental 
identity, and workplace experience. 
The exploration of the four measures of parenting styles found some consistent and 
contradictory results. Age of the parent appeared to be related to respondent scores on 
democratic participation. It was speculated that this relationship was actually related to 
age of the child, more than to age of the parent. For democratic participation, this 
hypothesis was evident in the data with age of the youngest child being associated with 
use of this parenting style. It was also found that this is consistent with a developmental 
perspective. 
Education is related to employment for women. Both of these are significantly related to 
the use of boundary setting and democratic participation for mothers. It would be 
interesting to explore which dimensions of education and/or work are associated with 
mothers' authoritative parenting skills. Moorehouse has suggested that researchers need 
to pay more attention to the factors that work provides to the home environment, 
particularly to the facilitation of authoritative styles of childrearing (Moorehouse, 
1993:275). This would be a fascinating topic of future research. 
The two concepts of parental identity were also shown to be related to the use of 
particular parenting styles. As discussed in Chapter six, identity theory has only recently 
been used to investigate parental involvement. Fathering salience has been found to be 
related to concepts of responsivity and behavioural engagement (Fox and Bruce, 2001). 
The findings from this investigation further emphasise the relationship between parental 
identity and parental involvement (as measured through parenting styles). Integration 
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was related to warmth and understanding for both men and women. This scale, which is 
a measure of how well a parent integrates different concepts of his or her life, was also 
related to boundary setting for women and democratic participation for men. Integration 
was negatively associated with the use of authoritarian discipline for women, as was 
investment. This suggests that parental adjustment is positively associated with 
authoritative parenting measures. 
Most parents in this sample report that they use authoritative styles of parenting. There 
are important factors that are associated with the use of different styles. For women 
these factors were most commonly, education, work involvement, both measures of 
parental identity, and age of youngest child. For men the factors were integration, age, 
number of children in the household and whether they were born in Australia. A further 
direction in study may be to examine the relationship between parenting styles and 
childrearing tasks. Analysis not presented found that for men the authoritative measure 
of warmth and understanding was positively correlated (0.30) with physical care of 
young children. Parenting styles were not related to childrearing tasks for women. 
The analysis in this research is based on dual-parent households. When the survey was 
conducted, data from single-parents and non-resident parents were collected. A further 
step in investigating parents' backgrounds would be to include these groups of parents. 
This may provide a different dimension of respondents' characteristics and their 
relationship to parenting styles. 
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Conclusion 
-10-
My own interpretation of the present findings on shared-caregiving families 
and the analysis of related social changes is that the future will see fathers 
being even more highly participant in child care. The change, however, is 
likely to be slow, as the forces to maintain the status quo are much stronger 
than those pushing for change. 
(Russell, 1983:221) 
At the start of the 21st century the distribution in parents' responsibility for raising 
children cannot be described as a shared venture. This investigation into two-parent 
households confirms previous theories and investigates new directions in parenting 
research. Certainly both parents have responsibilities for children but the 
responsibilities are differentiated between mothers and fathers, and are associated with 
particular parent characteristics. In 1983, Graeme Russell, a leading Australian 
researcher on father involvement said that he envisaged that the change to greater 
participation by fathers would be a slow one. This research on parents in Australia 
confirms that the movement is indeed a slow one. 
The aim of this research was to investigate what men and women contribute to 
parenting. Two marginal areas of Australian family research were addressed. These 
areas, the division of responsibility of parental tasks and father involvement, were 
investigated using the first wave of a national longitudinal study and a survey designed 
to specifically target parental involvement. While it is acknowledged that parents are 
not the only agents of child development (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), the understanding of 
parental involvement informed by random samples is relatively scarce in Australia. 
In this investigation of parental involvement current theoretical perspectives used 
predominantly in the US were assessed and included in the survey instrument. The 
concepts of parental identity and parenting styles were identified as areas that are 
particularly under-utilised in investigations of parental behaviour in Australia. Parental 
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identity has not been examined as an explanatory factor of parental behaviour and 
although parenting styles are more widely used in Australian studies, most research 
tends to be investigations using children's views, or sampling is non-random and often 
obtained by using school samples. In comparison, this investigation used a national 
random sample to measure this dimension of parenting. 
A number of theoretical and disciplinary perspectives were used to conduct this 
research on parents' responsibility for childrearing. The subjects covered includes 
assessing biological and social reproduction, overviewing parents' involvement in the 
paid labour force, measuring household and childrearing tasks, and investigating 
parental identity and parenting styles. Although much of the analysis and discussion 
focused on the division of responsibility between men and women, a substantial range 
of other factors is considered to determine their impact on men's and women's 
childrearing behaviours. 
10.1 SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS 
10.1.1 Biological and social reproduction 
Over their lifetimes most people have a child living in their household at some stage. 
Chapter four overviewed the situation of biological and social reproduction in Australia. 
It was noted that typically, particularly in regard to biological measures such as fertility, 
that more reliable information is gained from women than men. This has meant that 
information has generally been measured from data obtained from mothers rather than 
from fathers. A particularly important issue is the dearth of data sources that account for 
male reproduction. 
Measures of female reproduction find that the total fertility rate has been declining since 
the early 1960s, falling below replacement-level fertility in 1977. More recent changes 
in the age-specific-fertility rates find that since the mid-80s fertility for women at ages 
20-24 and 25-29 is decreasing, while for women aged 30-34 and 35-39 it is increasing. 
This is indicative of delayed childbearing. Cohort fertility for women is also declining, 
with decreases in higher order births for women born in the second half of the century. 
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The assessment of women's and men's age at first birth using survey data found a later 
pattern of child reproduction for younger cohorts. That investigation used survival 
analysis to include people who had not had children in order to accurately determine the 
proportion in cohorts who remain childless. That analysis confirmed a pattern of 
delayed childbirth, and found that men's pattern of reproduction was later than 
women's and that a substantial proportion remained childless (between 12 and 20 per 
cent). 
It was found that at young ages most children live in two-parent families. The 
investigation into biological status of children found that around three per cent of the 
NLC sample only cared for children to whom they are not biologically related, and 
around ten per cent cared for both biological and social children. The remaining 87 per 
cent only cared for biological children. 
10.1.2 The effect of work on childrearing 
The proportions of women involved in the paid labour force have increased throughout 
the second half of the 20th century, but the dramatic decrease in completed fertility 
occurred before labour force participation increased. 
It was found in Chapter five that women's and men's labour force participation rates 
have been converging. However throughout the 1990s there has been little increase in 
dual-earner households in families with children present. Further, the participation of 
women with young children is likely to be in the form of part-time and casual work. In 
comparison men have higher rates of participation if they have young children present 
than men who have older children. 
In assessing the factors that are associated with maternal employment (of mothers with 
children of pre-school age), a framework conceptualised by Glass and Riley (1998) was 
used to analyse NLC survey data. In Australia few studies outline the factors connected 
with maternal employment, and none have used survey data to model the associated 
factors. The factors associated with women's employment are their attitude to 
independence, education and number of children in the household. 
Hofferth (1996) hypothesises that one dimension associated with maternal attachment to 
the labour force is employer policies. Chapter five considered access to family-friendly 
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workplace benefits by lifecourse group and sex, as it has been recommended that the 
gendered experience of work is evident when people are compared by lifecourse stage 
(Gornick, 1999). It was found that there are differences between men's and women's 
eligibility to workplace benefits, with men having higher proportions being eligible 
despite their lifecourse stage. For women there was a great deal of difference by 
lifecourse stage, with women who had no children being the most likely to receive 
benefits that may be used to negotiate work and family life. 
The high levels of employment for men who had young children was found to be 
related to parental identity for men. Parental identity is an emerging line of research for 
investigated parenting involvement, particularly in US-based studies. This investigation 
is the first to use identity theory to investigate parental involvement in Australia. 
Few background factors were related to respondents' parental identity. For women age 
of youngest child and education showed some relationship to parental identity, while for 
men employment was related to identity. As most background factors were not 
associated with parental identity it was determined to be suitable for use as an 
explanatory measure for other measures of parenting. This corresponded with the 
proposed use of parental identity to determine involvement. 
Work was also associated with housework, childrearing and parenting styles. Women's 
work status affects the distribution of responsibility for tasks such as doing the dishes, 
cleaning the house and vacuuming, and keeping in touch with friends and relatives. It is 
also associated with men's score on the indoor housework scale, where men who have 
both partners working having a higher estimated score than men who do not have both 
partners working. 
Involvement in paid labour is also associated with scores on childrearing tasks. For 
women, work was associated with score on the physical care scales (both child not 
attending school and child attending school), with women scoring lower if they worked 
in the last week. For men, the number of hours his partner worked was associated with 
their own score on the physical care of pre-school aged children. This relationship was 
positive, with men whose partner worked more hours, doing more at home than men 
whose partner worked few hours. 
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Finally, work is associated with parenting styles. Women who work have substantially 
higher levels of authoritative parenting styles than women who do not work. Women 
who work have higher mean scores for both boundary setting and democratic 
participation than women who do not work. 
10.1.3 Measuring parental involvement: Housework and 
childrearing tasks 
Responsibility for household labour was compared between lifecourse groups, and 
multinomial logistic regression was used to determine whether young people are 
forming 'new families' or 'no families' (Goldscheider and Waite, 1991). The 
indoor/outdoor pattern of division of labour is found for women and men, and results 
show that there is little difference by age group of the respondent and that involvement 
is a function of child status. This suggests that people are not forming households in 
which equal division of labour exists. 
Goldscheider and Waite's (1991) opm10n 1s that young people should form 
relationships which are egalitarian. The choice is either 'new families' or 'no families'. 
The results of this analysis demonstrates that people who want children in the future 
have higher rates of sharing of house-based work. Although there are differences by 
lifecourse group, multivariate analysis shows that when participation is controlled by 
age there is no significant difference in the proportions responsible for indoor tasks. 
People aged 25 are no more likely to share indoor household tasks than people aged 35. 
This demonstrates that shared division of labour is a function of child status not a 
function of age, which poses the question 'are people choosing no families instead of 
new families?' There is little evidence of shared-labour regimes in households where 
children are present. 
When indoor and outdoor composite scores were examined, the analysis was able to 
include factors that have been theoretically linked to the division of household labour. 
These factors are sex-role attitudes, relative resources, women's involvement in paid 
employment, and marital status. These factors were found to be associated with men's 
involvement in indoor work. 
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Childrearing tasks were also examined using these related factors. A wide range of 
activity areas was investigated to better understand the division of responsibility 
between men and women. Based on previous studies, the areas examined were the 
physical care of the child, involvement in school-related activities, leisure activities, 
play, reading, monitoring, and transporting the child to activities and appointments. 
In addition to the factors related to the household division of labour, it was found that 
the age of entry into parenthood, number of children, age of children, and parental 
identity were important in determining men's involvement in parenting. 
It cannot be over-emphasised that for all tasks mothers were more likely than fathers to 
take sole responsibility for child tasks. As found in other studies, mothers were 
particularly more likely to take responsibility for physical-care tasks. This was also true 
for transportation. In comparison, men were more likely to be involved in play-based 
activities than other tasks. However, this greater level of involvement is usually shared 
with the mother. When leisure activities are examined, men are most likely to attend 
activities with their partners, or with their partners and children, but less likely to attend 
only with their children. 
As found for the factors associated with household tasks, men who have partners who 
are attached to the labour force do more physical care tasks. The number of hours 
worked by partners is positively related to childrearing for fathers. However, income 
was not related to men's involvement in indoor work but it was for physical care. This 
is one factor that was important for many childrearing dimensions. Investment and age 
of child were also important factors related to men's involvement. For women the 
factors were whether they worked or not, education and income. 
It was found that men's parental identity is related to men's involvement in a 
complicated way. While investment is positively related to employment, suggesting that 
men's parental identity was linked to the traditional breadwinner model, investment and 
income are also positively related to involvement for men. This implies that good 
fathers not only provide financially but also are more closely involved with their 
children in other ways. 
Although there are indications of changes in responsibility of fathers on the whole, a 
traditional gendered division of labour remains entrenched in Australian households. It 
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is highly relevant that men's parental identity is linked to this traditional division of 
labour. 
10.1.4 Parenting styles 
The final measure of parental involvement used in this research is the evaluation of 
parenting styles. It has been determined that little is known about the relationship 
between background characteristics and use of parenting styles (Darling and Steinberg, 
1993). However, it has been found that there are cultural differences in both the use of, 
and response to, different parenting styles. 
Three measures of authoritative styles and one measure of authoritarian parenting style 
were found in the data. Women were more likely than men to use authoritative 
parenting, but there was no difference between men and women in the use of 
authoritarian discipline. Previous investigations into the relationship between parent 
background and parenting style have been few. Among the main factors investigated 
were maternal age, socioeconomic status, and education. Some research also suggested 
the use of parental identity, and workplace experience. 
Age of child, education and employment were found to be related to parenting styles for 
women in this study. All three were related to democratic participation, while education 
and employment were related to boundary setting. For men, age, number of children in 
the household and country of birth were most commonly related to parenting styles. 
Parental identity was also found to be related to parenting styles. In fact for women, 
integration is related to three parenting styles, showing a positive relationship to the 
authoritative measures of warmth and understanding and boundary setting, and a 
negative relationship to the authoritarian measure. For men integration is related to 
democratic participation. It has previously been hypothesised that salience is related to 
parenting styles for men (as found by Fox and Bruce, 2001). These findings suggest that 
being able to integrate parenting with other aspects of life is important for both men and 
women is reflected in the use of positive parenting styles. 
The analysis in this research is based on dual-parent households. When the survey was 
conducted, data from single-parents and non-resident parents were collected. A further 
step in investigating parents' backgrounds would be to include these groups of parents. 
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This may provide a different dimension of respondents' characteristics and their 
relationship to parenting styles. 
10.2 LIMITATIONS OF THE CURRENT STUDY 
There are a few limitations that restrict this investigation into parental involvement, 
which were identified in Chapter three. These relate to the use of NLC respondents as a 
sample frame. 
The first limitation is the size of the sample (respondents in two parent 
households=418). This means that the use of explanatory variables in multivariate 
models is reduced. It was noted that this is particularly problematic for examining 
people from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. The second limitation is 
the lack of representation of people who have become new parents, or who have moved 
from households without children into households with children. The final limitation is 
related to the generalisability of the sample as respondents are more highly educated 
and slightly older than the NLC sample. 
However, there were many benefits in using the NLC as a sample from which to draw 
respondents for primary data collection. These include having a sample where 
background characteristics have already been captured, that are willing participants of a 
panel survey, and which has been compared to the general population and found to be 
broadly representative. This allowed· the primary data collection to have a focus on 
information related to parenting. 
The lack of variability in respondent's experiences has been noted in discussions where 
appropriate. This was particularly evident for investigating parenting styles where 
information based on cultural preferences was unobtainable. Other studies have 
identified that parenting styles vary and that styles are associated with cultural ideals. 
However, it was impossible to investigate this in the Australian context. 
It was also found that many of the findings would benefit from longitudinal data. It will 
be possible to investigate many of these with NLC data when later waves become 
available. These are discussed below. 
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10.3 FUTURE STUDIES ON PARENTING 
For both men and women one of the main determinants of involvement in childrearing 
tasks was involvement in the workforce. This relationship appears to be a complicated 
one and is worthy of a study aimed directly at determining the interactions. Men's and 
women's association with employment has differential effects on their parenting 
behaviours. 
Future research could address the relationship between work, identity and parenting 
behaviours, and also between work and the use of different parenting styles. Questions 
that arise from this research include: whether people who identify with the parental role 
choose jobs that are conducive to the negotiation of work and family life; and, whether 
parents whose parental roles are important seek out ~exible workplaces. 
The data available could also be used to examine how workplace benefits are related to 
involvement in childrearing tasks and parenting styles. That is, do parents who have 
access to workplace benefits or flexible workplaces have higher levels of involvement 
in childrearing tasks, and are they more likely to use a particular type of parenting style? 
There is also some indication that parenting style may be related to the level of 
involvement in childrearing tasks. This could be explored further, as parenting styles are 
no doubt related to parenting practices. 
Further, what is it about employment that affects parental identity or affects the use of 
authoritative parenting styles? These relationships are not well understood. From 
another point of view, what is it about Australian society, in particular workplace 
practices, that inhibits parental involvement and promotes the traditional division of 
labour? 
An important implication of conducting this research is the recognition of the potential 
benefits of using longitudinal data to investigate these social behaviours. It was 
determined in discussion that longitudinal data would provide important assistance in 
interpreting the cross-sectional findings. 
Future studies could use longitudinal data to: 
• determine levels of underreporting of men's fertility from previous relationships; 
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• analyse time spent in different households, for example, to estimate time spent in 
two-parent families, sole-parent families, single, or other states; 
• model factors associated with maternal employment, particularly the effect of 
workplace benefits on maintaining attachment to the labour force; and, 
• better understand the effect of sex-role attitudes and independence on the forming of 
new families or no families. 
These topics have not been addressed in Australian family research and would be an 
important direction in which to guide future analytical family research. 
227 
Bibliography 
Amato, P. (1987), Children in Australian families: The growth of competence, Sydney, 
Prentice Hall. 
Amato, P. (1998). Nonresident fathers and children's well-being (9-11 June 1998). 
Men and Family Relationships Conference, Attorney-General's Department, 
Commonwealth Government of Australia. Available: http://www.law.gov.au 
/aghome/commaff/lafs/frsp/mensforum/people/amato.htm [Retrieved 18 October 
1998]. 
Amato, P. and Rivera, F. (1999), Paternal involvement and children's behavior 
problems, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 61(May): 375-384. 
Aries, P. (1962), Centuries of childhood: A social history of family life, London, J. 
Cape. 
Aunola, K., Stattin, H. and Nurmi, J.-E. (2000), Parenting styles and adolescents' 
achievement strategies, Journal of Adolescence, 23: 205-222. 
Australasian Legal Information Institute (AUSTLII) (2000). United Nations 
Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women -
Partial Withdrawal of Australia's reservation concerning women in combat and 
combat related duties: National Interest Analysis. Available: http://www. 
austlii.edu.au/au/other/dfat/nia/2000/200001 ln.html [Retrieved 3 August 2001]. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (1998a), Australian social trends (Catalogue 
No. 4102.0), Canberra: ABS. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (1998b), Births (Catalogue No. 3301.0), 
Canberra: ABS. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (1998c), Census of Population and Housing: 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander People, Australia, 1996 (Catalogue No. 
2034.0), Canberra: ABS. 
228 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (1999a), Child Care Australia (Catalogue No. 
4402.0), Canberra: ABS. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (1999b), Children, Australia: A social report 
(Catalogue No. 4119.0), Canberra: ABS. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (1999c ), Labour force status and other 
characteristics of families (Catalogue No. 6224.0), Canberra: ABS. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (2000), Australian social trends (Catalogue No. 
4102.0), Canberra: ABS. 
Australian Institute of Family Studies (AIFS) (2000a). Planning the first wave of the 
Australian Family Panel Survey (Australian Family Briefing No.9). AIFS. 
Available: http://www.aifs.org.au/institute/pubs/briefing9.html [Retrieved 23 
June 2001]. 
Australian Institute of Family Studies (AIFS) (2000b ). Program Area A: Children 
and Parenting. AIFS. Available: http://www.aifs.org.au/institute/pubs 
/annualreports/arOOprograma.pdf [Retrieved 24 June 2001]. 
Barrett, M. and Mcintosh, M. (1982), The 'family wage', in Whitelegg, E., Arnot, M., 
Bartels, E., Beechey, V., Birke, L., Himmelweit, S., Leonard, D., Ruehl, S. and 
Speakman, M.A. (eds.), The Changing Experience of Women, Oxford, Martin 
Robertson & Company Ltd: 71-89. 
Baumrind, D. (1966), Effects of authoritative parental control on child behavior, Child 
Development, 37: 887-907. 
Baumrind, D. (1968), Authoritarian vs. authoritative parental control, Adolescence, 
3(11): 255-272. 
Baumrind, D. (1971), Current patterns of parental authority, Developmental 
Psychology, 4(1, Pt.2): 1-103. 
Baumrind, D. (1978), Reciprocal rights and responsibilities in parent-child relations, 
Journal of social issues, 34(2): 179-196. 
229 
Baumrind, D. (1991), The influence.of parenting style on adolescent competence and 
substance use, Journal of Early Adolescence, 11: 56-95. 
Baumrind, D. (1993), The average expectable environment is not good enough: A 
response to Scarr, Child Development, 64: 1299-1317. 
Baumrind, D. (1996), Parenting: The discipline controversy revisited, Family 
Relations, 45: 405-414. 
Baxter, J. (1993), Work at home: The domestic division of labour, St Lucia, University 
of Queensland Press. 
Baxter, J. (1998), Moving toward equality? Questions of change and equality in 
household work patterns, in Gatens, M. and Mackinnon, A. (eds.), Gender and 
institutions: Welfare, work and citizenship, Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press: 55-72. 
Baxter, J. (2001), Marital status and the division of household labour: Cohabitation vs 
marriage, Family Matters, 58: 16-21. 
Becker, G. (1991), A treatise on the family: Enlarged edition, London, Harvard 
University Press. 
Becker, W. (1964), Consequences of different kinds of parental discipline, in Hoffman, 
M. and Hoffman, L. (eds.), Review of child development research, New York, 
Russell Sage Foundation: 169-208. 
Belsky, J. (1984), The determinants of parenting: A process model, Child Development, 
55: 83-96. 
Belsky, J., Lang, M. and Rovine, M. (1985), Stability and change in marriage across 
the transition to parenthood, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 47: 855-866. 
Berk, S. and Shih, A. (1980), Contributions to household labor: Comparing wives' and 
husbands' reports, in Berk, S. (ed.), Women and household labor, Beverly Hills, 
Sage Publications: 191-228. 
230 
Bianchi, S. (1998), Introduction to the special issue: "Men in families", Demography, 
35(2): 133. 
Bianchi, S. and Casper, L. (2000), American Families, Population Bulletin, 55(4). 
Blair, S. (1994), Marriage and cohabitation: Distinctions and similarities across the 
division of household labor, Family Perspective, 28(1). 
Bowlby, J. (1953), Child care and the growth of love, Harmondsworth Middlesex, 
Penguin Books. 
Brenner, V. and Fox, R. (1999), An empirically derived classification of parenting 
practices, The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 160(3): 343-356. 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979), The ecology of human development, Cambridge, MA, 
Harvard University Press. 
Brown, C. (1982), Home production for use in a market economy, in Thorne, B. and 
Yalom, M. (eds.), Rethinking the family: Some feminist questions, New York, 
Longman: 151-167. 
Bruce, C. and Fox, G. (1999), Account for patterns of father involvement: Age of 
child, father-child coresidence, and father role salience, Sociological Inquiry, 
69(3): 458-476. 
Bryson, L. (1975), Husband and wife interaction in the Australian family: A critical 
review of the literature, in Mercer, J. (ed.), The other half: Women in Australian 
society, Melbourne, Penguin Books: 213-223. 
Burke, P. and Tully, J. (1977), The measurement of role identity, Social Forces, 55(4): 
881-897. 
Cabrera, N., Tamis-LeMonda, C., Bradley, R., Hofferth, S. and Lamb, M. (2000), 
Fatherhood in the Twenty-first Century, Child Development, 71(1): 127-136. 
Caldwell, J. (1976), Towards a restatement of demographic transition theory, 
Population and Development Review, 2(3-4): 321-366. 
231 
Carlo, G., Raffaelli, M., Laible, D. and Meyer, K. (1999), Why are girls less 
physically aggressive than boys? Personality and parenting mediators of 
physical aggression, Sex Roles, 40(9/10): 711-729. 
Carter, B. and McGoldrick, M. (1989), Overview. The changing family life cycle: A 
framework for family therapy, in Carter, B. and McGoldrick, M. (eds.), The 
changing family life cycle (2nd Edition), Boston, Allyn and Bacon: 3-28. 
Cataldo, C. and Geismar, L. (1983), Preschoolers' views of parenting and the family, 
Journal of research and development in education, 16(4): 8-14. 
Cherlin, A. and Griffith, J. (1998). Chapter 5. Methodological issues in improving 
data on fathers. Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics. 
Available: http://fatherhood.hhs.gov/CFSForum/c5.htm [Retrieved 7 June 
2000]. 
Coleman, J. (1988), Social capital in the creation of human capital, American Journal 
of Sociology, 94 (Supplement: Organizations and Institutions: Sociological and 
economic approaches to the analysis of social structure): s95-s120. 
Coltrane, S. (1995), The future of fatherhood: Social, demographic, and economic 
influences on men's family involvements, in Marsiglio, W. (ed.), Fatherhood: 
Contemporary theory, research, and social policy, Thousand Oaks, Sage 
Publications: 255-274. 
Darling, N. and Steinberg, L. (1993), Parenting style as context: An integrative model, 
Psychological Bulletin, 113(3): 487-496. 
Davies, H., Joshi, H. and Peronaci, R. (2000), Forgone income and motherhood: What 
do recent British data tell us?, Population Studies, 54: 293-305. 
Davis, K. (1973), Forward, in Espenshade, T. (ed.), The cost of children in urban 
United States, Berkeley, University of California: v_vi. 
Day, R., Evans, V.J. and Lamb, M. (1998). Chapter 4. Social fatherhood and paternal 
involvement: Conceptual, data, and policymaking issues. Federal Interagency 
232 
Forum on Child and Family Statistics. Available: http://fatherhood.hhs.gov 
/CFSForurn/c4.htm [Retrieved 7 June 2000]. 
Deater-Deckard, K., Dodge, K., Bates, J. and Pettit, G. (1996), Physical discipline 
among African American and European American mothers: Links to children's 
externalizing behaviors, Developmental Psychology, 32: 1065-1072. 
Dempster-McClain, D. and Moen, P. (1994), Finding respondents in a follow up 
study (LCI Working Paper 94-01), Cornell: Bronfenbrenner Life Course Center, 
Cornell University. 
Denmark, F., Shaw, J. and Ciali, S. (1985), The relationship among sex roles, living 
arrangements, and the division of household responsibilities, Sex Roles, 12(5-6): 
617-626. 
Department of Employment Workplace Relations and Small Business (DEWRSB) 
(1999a). Balancing work and personal life. DEWRSB. Available: 
http://www.dewrs b. gov. au/workplaceRelations/workAndF amil y /informationSeri 
es/balance.htm [Retrieved 28 February 2000]. 
Department of Employment Workplace Relations and Small Business (DEWRSB) 
(1999b). Regular part-time work. DEWRSB. Available: 
http://www.dewrs b. gov. au/workplaceRelations/workAndF amil y /information Seri 
es/permpart.htm [Retrieved 28 February 2000]. 
Department of Family and Community Services (DFaCS) (2000). Stronger families 
and communities fact sheet. DFaCS. Available: http://www.facs.gov.au/internet 
/facsinternet.nsf/b919d06b2c7d99e3ca256807001393b2/89e8fce4e04afl d5ca25 
69bc001ccll 7 /$FILE/Fact+Sheets.pdf [Retrieved 23 June 2001]. 
Desai, S. and Waite, L. (1991), Women's employment during pregnancy and after the 
first birth: Occupational characteristics and work commitment, American 
Sociological Review, 56(4): 551-566. 
Donavan, D.T. and Singh, S. (1999), Sun-safety behavior among elementary school 
children: The role of knowledge, social normas, and parental involvement, 
Psychological Reports, 84(3, Pt 1): 831-836. 
233 
Driscoll, A., Moore, K., Mosher, W., O'Connell, M. and Ventura, S. (1998). 
Appendix /: Indicators of male fertility, family formation and sexual behavior. 
Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics. Available: 
http://fatherhood.hhs.gov/cfsforum/apeni.htm [Retrieved 24 July 2001]. 
Duvall, E. (1967), Family Development (3rd Edition), Philadelphia, Lippincott. 
Edgar, D. (1997), Men, mateship, marriage: Exploring macho mythes and the way 
forward, Sydney, HarperCollinsPublishers. 
Edgar, D. and Ochiltree, G. (1982), Family change and early childhood development 
(Discussion paper No.6), Melbourne: Australian Institute of Family Studies 
(AIFS). 
Emig, C. and Greene, A. (1998). Chapter 2. Conference summary. Federal Interagency 
Forum on Child and Family Statistics. Available: 
http://fatherhood.hhs.gov/CFSForum/c2.htm [Retrieved 20 June 2001]. 
Espenshade, T. (1977), The value and cost of children, Population Bulletin, 
32(1): 1-47. 
Felmlee, D. (1984), A dynamic analysis of women's employment exits, Demography, 
21(2): 171-183. 
Fischer, S. (2000), Survey schedules, Canberra, Personal Communication. 
Fox, G. and Bruce, C. (2001), Conditional fatherhood: Identity theory and parental 
investment theory as alternative sources of explanation of fathering, Journal of 
Marriage and thi Family, 63: 394-403. 
Fox, R. and Bentley, K. (1992), Validity of the parenting inventory: Young children, 
Psychology in the Schools, 29: 101-107. 
Fox, R., Platz, D. and Bentley, K. (1995), Maternal factors related to parenting 
practices, developmental expectations, and perceptions of child behavior 
problems, The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 156(4): 431-441. 
234 
Friedman, D., Hechter, M. and Kanazawa, S. (1994), A theory of the value of 
children, Demography, 31(3): 375-401. 
Funder, K. (1991), Images of Australian families: approaches and perceptions, South 
Melbourne, Longman Cheshire. 
Furstenburg, F. (1988), Good dads - Bad dads: Two faces of fatherhood, in Cherlin, A. 
(ed.), The changing American family and public policy, Washington, DC, The 
Urban Institute: 193-218. 
Furstenburg, F. (1995), Fathering the inner city: Paternal participation and public 
policy, in Marsiglio, W. (ed.), Fatherhood: Contemporary theory, research, and 
social policy, Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications: 119-147. 
Furstenburg, F. and Cherlin, A. (1991), Divided families: What happens to children 
when parents part, Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press. 
Gardner, F., Sonuga-Barke, E. and Sayal, K. (1999), Parents anticipating 
misbehaviour: An observational study of strategies parents use to prevent 
conflict with behaviour problem children, Journal of child psychology and 
psychiatry and allied disciplines, 40(8): 1185-1196. 
Gatens, M. (1998), Institutions, embodiment and sexual difference, in Gatens, M, and 
Mackinnon, A. (eds.), Gender and institutions: Welfare, work and citizenship, 
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press: 1-18. 
Gershuny, J., Godwin, M. and Jones, S. (1994), The domestic labour revolution: A 
process of lagged adaptation?, in Anderson, M., Bechhofer, F. and Gershuny, J. 
(eds.), The social and political economy of the household, Oxford, Oxford 
University Press: 151-197. 
Gerson, K. (1994), The politics of parenthood, in Wells, D. (ed.), Getting there: The 
movement toward gender equality, USA, First Carol & Graf: 263-274. 
Gibson, D., Benham, C. and Gray, E. (1999), Older women in Australia, in OSW, 
Women in Australia 1999, Canberra: Office of the Status of Women: 103-159. 
235 
Gilding, M. (1997), Australian families: A comparative perspective, Melbourne, 
Longman. 
Gittins, D. (1985), The family in question: Changing households and familiar 
ideologies, Basingstoke, Macmillan. 
Glass, J. and Camarigg, V. (1992), Gender, parenthood, and job-family compatibility, 
American Journal of Sociology, 98(1): 131-151. 
Glass, J. and Riley, L. (1998), Family responsive policies and employee retention 
following childbirth, Social Forces, 76(4): 1401-35. 
Glezer, H. and Wolcott, I. (2000), Conflicting commitments: Working mothers and 
fathers in Australia, in Haas, L.L., Hwang, P. and Russell, G. (eds.), 
Organizational change and gender equity: International perspectives on fathers 
and mothers at the workplace, Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications, Inc: 43-56. 
Glick, P.C. (1957),Americanfamilies, New York, John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
Goldscheider, F. and Waite, L. (1991), New families, no families? The transformation 
of the American home, Berkeley, University of California Press. 
Gornick, J. (1999), Gender equality in the labour market, in Sainsbury, D. (ed.), 
Gender and welfare state regimes, Oxford, Oxford University Press: 210-242. 
Gornick, J., Meyers, M. and Ross, K. (1998), Public policies and the employment of 
mothers: A cross-national study, Social Science Quarterly, 79(1): 35-54. 
Gray, E. (1999), Results of phone tracing - unpublished data. 
Gray, E. (2000), Household work for men and women: Implications for future 
childrearing decisions, Journal of Australian Studies, 64: 85-97. 
Gray, M. and Chapman, B. (2001), Foregone earnings from child rearing: Changes 
between 1986 and 1997, Family Matters, 58: 4-9. 
Gray, M. and Steinberg, L. (1999), Unpacking authoritative parenting: Reassessing a 
multidimension construct, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 61: 574-587. 
236 
Greene, M. and Biddlecom, A. (2000), Absent and problematic men: Demographic 
accounts of male reproductive roles, Population and development review, 
26(11): 81-115. 
Greenstein, T. (1986), Social-Psychological factors in perinatal labor-force 
participation, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 48: 565-571. 
Greenwell, L., Leibowitz, A. and Klerman, J. (1998), Welfare background, attitudes, 
and employment among new mothers, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 60: 
175-193. 
Grolnick, W., Benjet, C., Kurowski, C. and Apostoleris, N. (1997), Predictors of 
parent involvement in children's schooling, Journal of Educational Psychology, 
89(3): 538-549. 
Hakim, C. (1991), Grateful slaves and self-made women: Fact and fantasy in women's 
work orientations, European Sociological Review, 7(2): 101-121. 
Halle, T. (2000), The meaning of father involvement for children, Washington, D.C.: 
Child Trends. 
Halle, T. and Le Menestrel, S. (2000), How do social, economic, and cultural factors 
influence fathers' involvement with their children?, Washington, D.C.: Child 
Trends. 
Hartley, R. (1991), To work or not to work? Women, work and family responsibilities, 
Family Matters, 28: 36-39. 
Hill, R. and Rodgers, R. (1964), The developmental approach, in Christensen, H. (ed.), 
Handbook of marriage and the family, Chicago, Rand McNally & Company: 
171-211. 
Hochschild, A. (1989), The second shift, New York, Avon Books. 
Hofferth, S. (1996), Effects of public and private policies on working after childbirth, 
Work and occupations, 23(4): 378-404. 
237 
Hoffman, L. and Hoffman, M. (1973), The value of children to parents, in Fawcett, J. 
(ed.), Psychological perspectives on population, New York, Basic Books: 19-76. 
Ihinger-Tallman, M., Pasley, K. and Buehler, C. (1995), Developing a middle-range 
theory of father involvement postdivorce, in Marsiglio, W. (ed.), Fatherhood: 
Contemporary theory, research, and social policy, Thousand Oaks, Sage 
Publications: 57-77. 
International Labor Organization (ILO) (2001). C156 Equal Opportunities and 
Equal Treatment for Men and Women Workers: Workers with family 
responsibilities convention. International Labor Standards Department. 
Available: http://ilolex.ilo.ch: 1567 /scripts/convde. pl ?C 156 [Retrieved 8 June 
2001]. 
Ishii-Kuntz, M. and Coltrane, S. (1992), Predicting the sharing of household labor: 
Are parenting and housework distinct?, Sociological Perspectives, 35: 629-647. 
Jambunathan, S., Burts, D. and Pierce, S. (2000), Comparisons of parenting attitudes 
among five ethnic groups in the United States, Journal of Comparative Family 
Studies, 31(4): 395-406. 
Jamrozik, A. and Sweeney, T. (1996), Children and society: The family, the state and 
social parenthood, Melbourne, Macmillan Education Australia. 
Juby, H. and LeBourdais, C. (1999), Where have all the children gone? Comparing 
mothers' and fathers' declarations in retrospective surveys, Canadian studies in 
population, 26(1): 1-20. 
Kalmijn, M. (1999), Father involvement in childrearing and the perceived stability of 
marriage, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 61(2): 409-421. 
Kamo, Y. (1991), A nonlinear effect of the number of children on the division of 
household labor, Sociological Perspectives, 34(2): 205-218. 
Kelley, M., Power, T. and Wimbush, D. (1992), Determinants of disciplinary 
practices in low-income Black mothers, Child Development, 63: 573-582. 
238 
King, R. (1999), Time spent in parenthood status among adults in the United States, 
Demography, 36(3): 377-385. 
Kochanska, G., Kuczynski, L. and Radke-Yarrow, M. (1989), Correspondence 
between mothers' self-reported and observed child-rearing practices, Child 
Development, 60: 56-63. 
Lamb, M., Pleck, J., Charnov, E. and Levine, J. (1985), Paternal behavior in humans, 
American Psychologist, 25: 883-894. 
Lamb, M., Pleck, J., Charnov, E. and Levine, J. (1987), A biosocial perspective on 
paternal behavior and involvement, in Lancaster, J., Altmann, J., Rossi, A. and 
Sherrod, L. (eds.), Parenting across the life span: Biosocial dimensions, New 
York, Aldine de Gruyter: 111-142. 
LaRossa, R. and LaRossa, M. (1981), Transition to parenthood: How infants change 
families, California, Sage. 
Lehrer, E., Grossbard-Shechtman, S. and Leasure, J.W. (1996), Comment on "A 
theory of the value of children", Demography, 33(1): 133-136. 
Leibowitz, A. and Klerman, J. (1995), Explaining changes in married mothers' 
employment over time, Demography, 32(3): 365-378. 
Maccoby, E. and Martin, J. (1983), Socialization in the context of the family: Parent-
child interaction, in Hetherington, E.M. (ed.), Socialization, personality, and 
social development (Fourth Edition), New York, John Wiley & Sons: 1-101. 
MacPhee, D., Benson, J. and Bullock, D. (1986), Influences on maternal self-
perceptions, Biennial International Conference on Infant Studies, Los Angeles, 
MacPhee, D., Fritz, J. and Miller-Heyl, J. (1996), Ethnic variations in personal social 
networks and parenting, Child Development, 67: 3278-3295. 
Marsiglio, W. (1995a), Fatherhood scholarship: An overview and agenda for the future, 
in Marsiglio, W. (ed.), Fatherhood: Contemporary theory, research, and social 
policy, Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications: 1-20. 
239 
Marsiglio, W. (1995b), Young nonresident biological fathers, Marriage and Family 
Review, 20(3/4): 325-348. 
Marsiglio, W., Day, R., Braver, S., Evans, V.J., Lamb, M. and Peters, E. (1998). 
Chapter 4. Social fatherhood and paternal involvement: Conceptual, data, and 
policymaking issues. Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics. 
Available: http://fatherhood.hhs.gov/CFSForurn/c4.htm [Retrieved 20 August 
2000]. 
Maurer, T., Pleck, J. and Rane, T. (2001), Parental identity and reflected-appraisals: 
Measurement and gender dynamics, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 63: 
309-321. 
McBride, B. and Rane, T. (1998), Parenting alliance as a predictor of father 
involvement: An exploratory study, Family Relations, 47: 229-236. 
McDonald, P. (1974), Marriage in Australia: Age at first marriage and proportions 
marrying, 1860-1971, Canberra, Department of Demography, Australian 
National University. 
McDonald, P. (1983), Can the family survive?, Australian Society, 2(11): 8-13. 
McDonald, P. (1997), Gender equity, social institutions and the future of fertility, 
Canberra: Australian National University. 
McDonald, P. (1999), Social and demographic trends relating to the future demand for 
child care: A paper prepared for the Commonwealth Child Care Advisory 
Council, Canberra: Commonwealth Child Care Advisory Council. 
McDonald, P. (2001), Family support policy in Australia: The need for a paradigm 
shift, People and Place, 9(2): 14-20. 
McDonald, P., Evans, A., Baxter, J. and Gray, E. (2000), The Negotiating the 
Lifecourse Survey, HILDA Conference, Canberra, 1-3 May 2000. 
McLaughlin, S. (1982), Differential patterns of female labor-force participation 
surrounding the first birth, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 44: 407-420. 
240 
McNeal, R. (1999), Parental involvement as social capital: Differential effectiveness on 
science achievement, truancy, and dropping out, Social Forces, 78(1): 117-144. 
Merlo, R. and Rowland, D. (2000), The prevalence of childlessness in Australia, 
People and Place, 8(2): 21-32. 
Meyers, M., Gornick, J. and Ross, K. (1999), Public childcare, parental leave, and 
employment, in Sainsbury, D. (ed.), Gender and welfare state regimes, Oxford, 
Oxford University Press: 117-146. 
Michaels, G. (1988), Motivational factors in the decision and timing of pregnancy, in 
Michaels, G. and Goldberg, W. (eds.), The transition to parenthood: Current 
theory and research, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press: 23-61. 
Milkie, M., Bianchi, S., Mattingly, M. and Robinson, J. (2000), Father's involvement 
in childrearing: Ideals, realities, and their relationship to parental well-being, 
American Association for Public Opinion Research, Portland, 18-21 May. 
Minton, C. and Pasley, K. (1996), Fathers' parenting role identity and father 
involvement: A comparison of nondivorced and divorced, nonresident fathers, 
Journal of Family Issues, 17: 26-45. 
Mitchell, D. (1998), Life-course and labour market transitions: Alternatives to the 
breadwinner welfare state, in Gatens, M. and Mackinnon, A. (eds.), Gender and 
institutions: Welfare, work and citizenship, Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press: 19-37. 
Moorehouse, M. (1993), Work and family dynamics, in Cowan, P., Field, D., Hansen, 
D., Skolnick, A. and Swanson, G. (eds.), Family, self and society: Toward a 
new agenda for family research, New Jersey, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: 
265-286. 
Mott, F. (1972), Fertility, life cycle stage and female labour force participation in 
Rhode Island: a retrospective overview, Demography, 9: 173-185. 
Oakley, A. (1974a), Housewife, Middlesex, Penguin Books Ltd. 
Oakley, A. (1974b), The sociology of housework, Bath, Martin Robertson. 
241 
O'Donnell, C. and Hall, P. (1988), Getting equal: Labour market regulation and 
women's work, Sydney, Allen and Unwin. 
Office of the Status of Women (OSW) (2000), Women 2000, Canberra: Department of 
the Prime Minister and Cabinet. 
Olah, L., Bernhardt, E. and Goldscheider, F. (1998), Coresidential paternal roles in 
three countries: Sweden, Hungary, and the United States, Stockholm: 
Stockholm University. 
Parsons, T. and Bales, R. (1955), Family, socialization and interaction process, 
Illinois, The Free Press. 
Pease, B. (1998). Critical Mens Studies - Fostering Partnership in Gender Relations. 
Men and Family Relationships Conference, Attorney-General's Department, 
Commonwealth Government of Australia. Available: http://www.law.gov.au 
/aghome/commaff/lafs/frsp/mensforum/people/24.htm [Retrieved 19 October 
2000]. 
Piaget, J. (1965), The moral judgment of the child, New York, The Free Press. 
Presland, P. and Antill, J. (1987), Household division of labour: The impact of hours 
worked in paid employment, Australian Journal of Psychology, 39(3): 273-291. 
Presser, H. (1994), Employment schedules among dual-earner spouses and the division 
of household labor by gender, American Sociological Review, 59: 348-364. 
Presser, H. (1997), Demography, feminism, and the science-policy nexus, Population 
and Development Review, 23(2): 295-331. 
PS99 1954 (1999), PS99 respondent's comments. 
Quiggin, P. (1988), No rising generation: Women & fertility in late nineteenth century 
Australia, Canberra, Department of Demography, Australian National 
University. 
242 
Radin, N. (1994), Primary-caregiving fathers in intact families, in Gottfried, A. and 
Gottfried, A. (eds.), Redefining families: Implications for children's 
development, New York, Plenum Press: 11-54. 
Ravanera, Z. and Rajulton, F. (1998), Variations in the length of male parenting: 
Evidence from the 1995 GSS Canada, London, Canada: Population Studies 
Centre, The University of W estem Ontario. 
Rendall, M., Clarke, L., Peters, H.E., Ranjit, N. and Verropoulou, G. (1999), 
Incomplete reporting of men's fertility in the United States and Britain: A 
research note, Demography, 36(1): 135-144. 
Research School of Social Sciences (RSSS) (2001). Life Course Project. RSSS. 
Available: http://lifecourse.anu.edu.au/ [Retrieved 23 June 2001]. 
Retherford, R. and Choe, M. (1993), Statistical models for causal analysis, John 
Wiley & Sons. 
Robinson, C., Mandleco, B., Olsen, S. and Hart, C. (1995), Authoritative, 
authoritarian, and permissive parenting practices: Development of a new 
measure, Psychological Reports, 77: 819-830. 
Rosenfeld, R. (1996), Women's work histories, Population and Development Review, 
22(Supplement): 199-222. 
Ross, C. (1987), The division of labor at home, Social Forces, 65(3): 816-833. 
Ross, C. and Mirowsky, J. (1984), The social construction of reality in marriage: An 
empirical investigation, Sociological Perspectives, 27(3): 281-300. 
Royal Commission on the decline of the birth rate (RCDBR) (1904), Royal 
Commission on the decline of the birth-rate and on the mortality of infants in 
New South Wales, Sydney, New South Wales Legislative Assembly. 
Russell, A., Aloa, V., Feder, T., Glover, A., Miller, H. and Palmer, G. (1998), Sex-
based differences in parenting styles in a sample with preschool children, 
Australian Journal of Psychology, 50(2): 89-99. 
243 
Russell, G. (1983), The changing role of fathers?, St Lucia, University of Queensland 
Press. 
Russell, G., Barcley, L., Edgecombe, G., Donovan, J., Callaghan, H. and Pawson, 
Q. (1999), Fitting fathers in families, Canberra: .Department of Family and 
Community Services. 
Russell, G. and Bowman, L. (2000), Work and family: Current thinking, research and 
practice (Background paper), Canberra: Department of Family and Community 
Services. 
Ruzicka, L. (1986), The length of working life of Australian males, 1933-1981 
(Monograph Series No.15), Canberra: Bureau of Labour Market Research, 
AGPS. 
Ruzicka, L. and Caldwell, J. (1977), The end of demographic transition in Australia, 
Canberra, Department of Demography, Australian National University. 
Sainsbury, D. (1999), Gender and social-democratic welfare states, in Sainsbury, D. 
(ed.), Gender and welfare state regimes, Oxford, Oxford University Press: 
75-114. 
Sanchez, L. and Thomson, E. (1997), Becoming mothers and fathers: Parenthood, 
gender, and the division of Labor, Gender and Society, 11(6): 747-772. 
Seccombe, K. (1986), The effects of occupational conditions upon the division of 
household labor: An application of Kohn's theory, Journal of Marriage and the 
Family, 48(4): 839-848. 
Sex Discrimination Commissioner (1999), Submission to the reference group on 
welfare reform: Review of the welfare system, Sydney: HREOC. 
Shapiro, D. and Mott, F. (1979), Labor supply behavior of prospective and new 
mothers, Demography, 16(2): 199-208. 
Smetana, J. (1994), Parenting styles and beliefs about parental authority, in Smetana, J. 
(ed.), Beliefs about parenting: origins and developmental implications, San 
Francisco, Jossey-Bass Publishers: 21-36. 
244 
Smith, M. and Ewer, P. (1999), Choice and coercion: Women's experience of casual 
employment, Sydney: Evatt Foundation, and NSW Department for Women. 
South, S. and Spitze, G. (1994), Housework in marital and nonmarital households, 
American Sociological Review, 59: 327-347. 
Sputa, C. and Paulson, S. (1995), Birth order and family size: Influences on 
adolescents' achievement and related parenting behaviors, Psychological 
Reports, 76(1): 43-51. 
Squirchuk, R. and Bourke, J. (2000), From equal employment opportunity to farnily-
friendly policies and beyond: Gender equity in Australia, in Haas, L., Hwang, P. 
and Russell, G. (eds.), Organizational change and gender equity: International 
perspectives on fathers and mothers at the workplace, Thousand Oaks, Sage 
Publications, Inc: 117-132. 
Starrels, M. (1992), The evolution of workplace family policy research, Journal of 
Family Issues, 13(3): 259-278. 
Steinberg, L., Lamborn, S., Dornbusch, S. and Darling, N. (1992), Impact of 
parenting practices on adolescent achievement: Authoritative parenting, school 
involvement, and encouragement to succeed, Child Development, 63(5): 1266-
1281. 
Stryker, S. (1968), Identity salience and role performance: The relevance of symbolic 
interaction theory for family research, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 30: 
558-564. 
Stryker, S. and Serpe, R. (1994), Identity salience and psychological centrality: 
Equivalent, overlapping, or complementary concepts?, Social Psychology 
Quarterly, 57(1): 16-35. 
Sullivan, R. (2001), Fathering and children, Family Matters, 58: 46-51. 
Swadi, H. (1999), Individual risk factors for adolescent substance use, Drug and 
alcohol dependence, 55(3): 209-224. 
245 
Swick, K. and Broadway, F. (1997), Parental efficacy and successful parent 
involvement, Journal of Instructional Psychology, 24(1): 69-75. 
Taris, T. and Bok, I. (1996), Effects of parenting style upon psychological well-being 
of young adults: Exploring the relations among parental care, locus of control 
and depression, Early child development and care, 132: 93-104. 
Taris, T. and Semin, G. (1998), How mothers' parenting styles affect their children's 
sexual efficacy and experience, The journal of genetic psychology, 159(1): 68-
81. 
Tarr-Whelan, L. (2000), Family and work balance: Who's responsible anyway?, in 
Wilkinson, H. (ed.), Family business, London, Demos: 205-211. 
Telstra Corporation (1999). White Pages™ Online. Telstra Corporation LTD. 
Available: http://www.whitepages.com.au/wp/ [Retrieved 24 June 2001]. 
Thompson, L. and Walker, A. (1989), Gender in families: Women and men m 
marnage, work, and parenthood, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 51: 
845-871. 
United Nations Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination 
Against Women (CEDAW) (1980). Convention on the Elimination of all 
Forms of Discrimination Against Women. United Nations Division for the 
Advancement of Women. Available: gopher://gopher.un.org:70/00/ga/cedaw 
/convention [Retrieved 8 June 2001]. 
United Nations Office of the High Commission for Human Rights (UNHCHR) 
(2001). United Nations Treaty Collect (As of March 2001). UNHCHR. 
Available: http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/treaty15_asp.htm [Retrieved 8 
June 2001]. 
Valenzuala, R. (1999), Costs of children in Australian households: New estimates from 
the ABS household expenditure survey, Family Matters, 53: 71-75. 
Waite, L. (1980), Working wives and the family life cycle, American Journal of 
Sociology, 86(2): 272-294. 
246 
Waite, L., Haggstrom, G. and Kanouse, D. (1985), Changes in the employment 
activities of new parents, American Sociological Review, 50(2): 263-272. 
Webster-Stratton, C. and Hammond, M. (1999), Marital conflict management skills, 
parenting style, and early-onset conduct problems: Processes and pathways, 
Journal of child psychology and psychiatry and allied disciplines, 40(6): 917-
927. 
Winkler, A. (2000), Who does the housework in married couple families? It depends 
on whom you ask, Population Association of America, Los Angeles, 
Wolcott, I. and Glezer, H. (1995), Work and family life: achieving integration, 
Melbourne, Australian Institute of Family Studies. 
Yeandle, S. (1984), Women's working lives, London, Tavistock Publications Ltd. 
Young, C. (1977), The family life cycle: Literature review and studies of families in 
Melbourne, Australia, Canberra, The Australian National University Press. 
Young, C. (1990a), Balancing families and work: A demographic study of women's 
labour force participation, Canberra, AGPS. 
Young, C. (1990b), The impact of demographic change on Australia's labour force 
with reference to the special role of women (19), Canberra: Demography, 
Research School of Social Sciences, ANU. 
Zaretsky, E. (1982), The place of the family in the origins of the welfare state, in 
Thome, B. and Yalom, M. (eds.), Rethinking the family: Some feminist 
questions, New York, Longman: 188-224. 
Zelditch, M. (1955), Role differentiation in the nuclear family, in Parsons, T. and 
Bales, R. (eds.), Family, socialization and interaction process, Illinois, The Free 
Press: 307-351. 
247 
Appendix 1 
Parenting Survey 1999 
Welcome to the Parenting Survey 1999. 
This survey is an extension of the Negotiating the Lifecourse 
survey. Some of the questions will therefore seem familiar, but 
I have asked them again in case your circumstances have 
changed. This survey is for people who have children, whether 
they live with them or not. 
This is a survey which asks questions on parenting. Some of 
these areas may not apply to your situation in which case the 
survey will guide you to the next question that you should 
answer. This will be in the form 'GO TO QSSS'. 
The different kinds of questions are: 
1. Circle one answer 
e.g. What kind of house do you live in? 
1. A house with garden 
2. A townhouse 
3. A flat or unit 
4. Other _____ _ 
2. Write your own answer 
e.g. What is your favourite recreational activity? 
3. Scale - circle one number on the scale 
e.g. How important is getting a good nights sleep for you? 
Not very important 
2 
Very important 
3 4 s 
4. Tick a box 
i.e. Tick in one box only. 
Please take the time to fill in this survey. 
Thank you for your participation. 
Really 
True 
for Me 
9. D 
10. D 
11. D 
12. D 
13. D 
14. D 
1s. D 
16. D 
17. D 
1s. D 
19. D 
Sort of 
True 
for Me 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
Some parents don't BUT Other parents try to learn think too much about as much as they can 
how to parent; they just about how to parent. 
doit. 
Some parents feel that BUT Other parents have they are doing a good doubts about how well 
job of providing for their they are meeting their 
children's needs. children's needs. 
Some parents resent BUT Other parents don't mind the fact that having having less free time for 
children means less time 
to do the things they like. 
Some adults would 
hesitate to have 
children if they had to 
do it over again. 
Some parents feel it's a 
must to keep up with 
the latest childrearing 
advice and methods. 
Some parents often 
worry about how 
they're doing as a 
parent. 
For some mothers and 
themselves. 
BUT Given the choice, other 
adults wouldn't think twice 
before having children. 
BUT Other parents would rather deal with their children on 
a day-to-day basis with 
what they already know. 
Other parents feel 
BUT confident about their 
parenting abilities. 
For other mothers and BUT D fathers, the marriage is fathers, being a parent 
just as strong after having gets in the way of being a 
D 
D 
D 
D 
children as before. good wife or husband. 
For some parents, BUT For other parents, their 
children mostly feel like children are a main source 
a burden. of joy in their lives. 
Some parents are BUT Other parents usually 
concerned about the don't fret about being a 
parental role; they think parent; they take it more 
or worry about it a lot. as a matter of course. 
Some mothers and BUT Other mothers and fathers 
fathers think that they think they are pretty 
are not very effective capable as parents. 
parents. 
For some parents, BUT For other parents, having having children means a child doesn't change 
that they can't do the things their lifestyle very much. 
they used to like to do. 
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Sort of Really 
True True 
for Me for Me 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
Q33 About how many people work in your Q40 
area or division at your place of 
employment? 
Would you like to change the number 
of hours you currently work? 
1 Yes, would like to work more hours 
2 Yes, would like to work fewer hours 
Q34 Do you have a managerial position, a 
supervisory position or some other 
position? 
1 Managerial 
2 Supervising other employees 
3 Other position 
Q35 Including you, about how many 
people do the same kind of work that 
you do at the place where you work? 
1 None 
2 One 
3 2 to 4 
4 5 to 9 
5 10 to 19 
6 20+ 
Q36 Did you work in more than one paid 
job last week? 
1 Yes 
2 No ............................... GO TO t138 
Q37 In your other job(s) what is your 
occupation? (list up to 2) 
1 
2 
Q38 Including all paid employment, how 
many hours do you usually work per 
week? 
If you work 35+ hours ....... G(l TO Q4t~ 
Q39 What is the main reason you don't 
work 35 hours a week or more? 
(circle only one) 
1 Prefer to spend more time with children 
1 Have problems getting childcare 
2 Prefer to have more time to self 
3 Earn enough income with present hours 
4 Cannot get full-time work 
5 Need time to look after things at home 
6 Caring for elderly or sick relative 
7 . Health is not good 
8 Studying or on a training course 
9 Full-time work would cause too much 
stress 
10 Full-time hours in this job are less than 
35 hours a week 
110ther __________ ~ 
3 No, happy with present hours .......... . 
................................... GOTOQ45 
Q41 Why would you like to change the 
number of hours you currently work? 
(list up to 2 reasons) 
1 
2 
Q42 About how many hours a week would 
you prefer to be working? 
If you would prefer to work fewer hours 
than you currently work ..... GO TO Q44 
Q43 What prevents you working these 
extra hours? 
1 Can't get extra hours in my present job 
2 Can't find another job with the hours I 
want 
3 Problems with child care 
4 My partner does not want me to work 
more hours 
5 I could not manage both extra hours of 
work and my other responsibilities 
6 Other-----------
Q44 What prevents you working fewer 
hours? 
1 I/we need the money 
2 Working fewer hours would reduce my 
chances of promotion 
3 My employer won't agree to me 
reducing the hours of my present job 
4 I can't find another job with suitable 
hours · 
5 My partner does not want me to work 
fewer hours 
6 Other 
-----------
Q45 Is your place of employment part of a 
larger company or enterprise? 
~"!~ .......... ~~~"!~~.,,~v...~ .......... ~1 
~ n· vou ARE self-employed, ~ 
please tm TO Q48 J 
1 Yes 
2 No 
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b 
c 
d 
e 
f 
Work overtime or very long hours? 
1 Rarely or never 
2 Sometimes 
3 Often or always 
Are you happy with this arrangement? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Work weekends? 
1 Rarely or never 
2 Sometimes 
3 Often or always 
Are you happy with this arrangement? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Work nights? 
1 Rarely or never 
2 Sometimes 
3 Often or always 
Are you happy with this arrangement? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Take work home? 
1 Rarely or never 
2 Sometimes 
3 Often or always 
Are you happy with this arrangement? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Travel away from home overnight? 
1 Rarely or never 
2 Sometimes 
3 Often or always 
Are you happy with this arrangement? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
::,-:.::·:.::·:.::.::·:·:·:·:·:.::·:.::.::-:·:.::.::.::.::.::·:·:·:.::.::.::.::.::.::.::.::-:-:-:.::.::.::.::·:.::·:-:·:.::-:.::·:.::.::.::·:.::·:.::.::·:.::·:·:-:·:·:·:·:·:·:.::.::.::.::.::.::-:-:.::-:-:.::.::.::-:.::.::.::.::.::.::.::·:..:: 
~ If you are NOT SELF-EMPLOYED j 
l.""""'"""""'""''"'~.!.~~ .. ~,~.,::::'.:::;::.,,:.:~::::::;LS~.:'.~~"""'""'"'MwmM'""·''~ 
Q49 Self-employment 
The following questions are about your work flexibility. 
If you are not self-employed GO TD= QSO. 
Q49 Are you able to take any of the 
following in your business? 
a Time off when sick 
1 Yes .. How many days per year? __ 
2 No 
b Holidays or recreation time 
d 
e 
f 
Time off for family reasons if needed 
(for example to look after a sick child) 
1 Yes. How many days per year? __ 
2 No 
Work at home 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Are you insured for having to take time 
off work unexpectedly? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
QSO Partner's work situation 
The following questions are related to people who 
have a wife, husband or de facto partner. 
If your partner lives in the same house as you, 
please continue at QSO. 
If you are single, or your partner does not live with 
you, please GfJ lO Q62. 
QSO Last week did your partner have a paid 
job of any kind? 
·;·+·+s·+·+-.-..s-.·;·;·;s-.-..-.-..-.-.;·;•;•;•;•;o;•;s-.-..-.-..~;·;s-;-.~;~;~;ssss-. ... ~;-.~;~;~,..._-.. .. .._ ..... ._~•s~•~,...;.,;.;o,;~;..; .. -.., ... -.-.;-.-..-.-..-.-..-.~;~;~+~;~;~;~;~;s~;·;~;sss-.-..-.-..·;-o-.-., 
!i If you are single ~r y~~~ partner ~ 
!l!does not live in your household please~ 
ilL,,.,,,.,.,.,.,.,,.,,,,,.,.,"""""""'"""""·S:SL.!i!.};;;~,~~:,.,., . .,,.,.,.,., . .,,.,.,.,.,.,.,,..."'""""'·'·"'"'""'.,.,.,., . .,,J 
1 Yes, worked for payment or profit .,.,] 
~ 2 Yes, but on maternal/paternal leave a 
3 Yes, but on other leave ,.J 
4 No, did not have a paid job 
Q51 Did your partner actively look for work 
at any time in the past four weeks? 
Q52 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Why isn't your partner in paid work at 
present? (please circle main reason) 
1 Prefers to be home with children 
2 Has problems with childcare 
3 Can't find a job with suitable hours 
4 Can't find a job suitable to skills 
5 Can't find work nearby 
6 Can't find any work at all 
7 I do not want my partner to work 
8 Retired 
9 Studying 
10 Health reasons 
11 Other 
1 Yes .... How many weeks per year?__ Q53 In your partner's main job what is 
2 No your partner's occupation? (e.g. sales 
c Paternity/ maternity leave representative, telephone technician) 
1 Yes .... How many weeks peryear? __ 
2 No 
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Q66 In your family do you want your 
partner to work? 
1 Definitely yes 
2 Yes 
3 Unsure 
4 No 
5 Definitely no 
6 Not applicable - no partner 
Q67 In your family does your partner 
want you to work? 
1 Definitely yes 
2 Yes 
3 Unsure 
4 No 
5 Definitely no 
6 Not applicable - no partner 
Part 4 - Childcare - If all your children live elsewhere Gfl 7\} Q87 
Q68 How many children live with you who are NOT YET AT SCHOOL? __ 
Q69 
....................................................................................... If none/ GC~ ·r~:> Q:?\) 
During your working hours, who looks Q72 
after child(ren) not yet at school? 
Who mainly organised where the 
child(ren) would be cared for? 
(if not working GO TO ((?4) 
(please circle all types of care used, and 
for how many hours per week) 
1 Me ................... hours per week __ 
1 Me 
2 My partner 
3 We were both equally involved 
4 A relative 
2 My partner ........ hours per week __ Q73 If an adult has to meet with child care 
workers or staff, who USUALLY attends? 3 An older brother or sister ................ .. 
....................... hours per week __ 
4 Another relative who lives with us ..... 
...................... hours per week __ 
5 A paid sitter or nanny ...................... . 
...................... hours per week __ 
6 A relative who lives elsewhere .......... . 
...................... hours per week __ 
7 A friend or neighbour ...................... . 
...................... hours per week __ 
8 Family day care .............................. . 
.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. hours per week __ 
9 Day care centre at workplace .......... .. 
.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. hours per week __ 
10 Private or community day care centre 
...................... hours per week __ 
1 Me 
2 My partner 
3 We both go 
4 A relative 
5 A friend or neighbour 
Q74 Other than WORK RELATED child care, 
is your child(ren) looked after on a 
regular basis? 
1 Yes 
2 No............................... (;:() ··r(} <t:tt~· 
Q75 For how many hours in an average 
week is the child looked after like this? 
Q76 What is the main reason for this care? 
Q70 Who USUALLY takes the child(ren) to 
the carer/centre? 
(If this is not applicable GO ·rn Q72) 
1 Me 
2 My partner 
3 Both of us 
4 A relative 
5 A friend or neighbour 
Q71 Who USUALLY picks up the child(ren) 
from the carer/centre? 
1 Me 
2 My partner 
3 A relative 
4 Both of us 
5 A friend or neighbour 
Q77 Who mainly looks after the child(ren) 
not yet at school during these times? 
1 A relative who lives with us 
2 An older brother or sister 
3 A paid sitter or nanny 
4 A relative who lives elsewhere 
5 A friend or neighbour 
6 Family day care 
7 Day care centre at workplace 
8 Private or community day care centre 
9 Pre-school 
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(ii) Child 2 Name Sex Age 
"' 
.Q 
"' "' 
:s c; IJ) IJ) 
IJ) & 0 0 "' ..... '"O '"O IJ) 
"' El .§ s IJ) iil iil s IJ) s IJ) s ..... ::s 0 0 ~ ~ "' '"O '"O ,.q ~ ~ s a Who has the major responsibility for ... ? rJ) p... p... 
a Getting the child up in the morning ............ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
b Getting the child to bed at night ................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
c Playing with the child ................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
d Helping the child with homework ............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
e Preparing lunch for the child ...................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
f Preparing other food for the child ............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
g Washing child's clothes ............................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
h Listening to problems ............................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Taking child to sporting activities ............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
j Taking child to group activities .................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
k Taking child to music activities ................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Staying home with child when sick ............. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
m Taking child to appointments ..................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(iii) Child 3 Name Sex Age 
"' 
.Q 
"' "' 
:s 03 IJ) IJ) 
IJ) & 0 0 "' ..... '"O '"O IJ) Ul ..... 0 0 s IJ) iil iil '"O s IJ) s IJ) s ..... '"O 0 0 ~ El "' a '"O '"O ,.q ~ ~ s Who has the major responsibility for ... ? ._ ._ rJ) p... s p... 
a Getting the child up in the morning ............ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
b Getting the child to bed at night ................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
c Playing with the child 
································ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
d Helping the child with homework ............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
e Preparing lunch for the child ...................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
f Preparing other food for the child ............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
g Washing child's clothes ............................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
h Listening to problems ............................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Taking child to sporting activities ............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
j Taking child to group activities .................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
k Taking child to music activities ................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Staying home with child when sick ............. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
m Taking child to appointments ..................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q87 - Out of school activities for SCHOOL CHILDREN aged 12 or less 
If you do not have school aged children aged 12 or less, please go: tu ,jQ~88 
IJ) 
:g 
(.) 
.,.., 
-
p., 
~ 
0 
z 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
IJ) 
:g 
.~ 
0.. p., 
ctl 
0 
z 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
''¥h'~'''(gff8~'i'~~j""q't'~;fj'~'~;::::~:;~::::~:b8Gf"''X'h8"''h~'~''''fh'~''''';;;8;t=r~=~gj~~:~:~:~rt~::::~:~:y::::gtr=8t;~h~g('~'2ti~iti~~''''tt~~F 
your child may do. Please circle one answer on the scale. 
Indicate a main out of school activity that your child is involved in and then circle who DOES MOST for 
the options listed. 
Please do this for each child of school age, together with their name, sex, age and activity in the space 
provided. 
·:::;::::;:;:;:;:;:::::::::;:-:;:::::::::::·::;:::::;:::;:::;:::::::;:::;::::;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;::::::::::·:·:·: •. : ·.-::·:·:·.·:·:::::.::·::·.::·:·:·::···.• ... •:·:·:;:::.·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:::::·:·:::·:·.:·:· .·:.:·:·:.: ·.·.·.·:.·:·.· •. ·:·:::·:·:·:·:·.· .. ·:·::·:·:·:·:::·:·:::·:·: .. ·:.:·:·:::·:::::::·:·:.:·:;.·:::·:;:·:·:·::.:::·:·:·.·=·:·::.:::·::.·:·: .... ::·::·:::·.:·:·:.:·::·:·::·· ••.•.. 
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Q88 - For parents who HAVE CHILDREN LIVING ELSEWHERE 
(children aged 12 or less) 
If your child or all your children usually live in the same house as you, (~{) 'lf} (;Jl'.S 
Q88 Do your children come to stay 
overnight at your house? 
1 Yes, two or more nights a week 
2 Yes, one night a week 
3 Yes, one night a fortnight 
4 About one night a month 
5 Less often 
Q89 Do your children visit during school 
holidays? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Q90 How close do your children live to you? 
1 Within walking distance 
2 Ten minutes travel 
3 Half hours travel 
4 1-2 hours travel in the same region/city 
5 They live in a different region/city 
6 They live in a different country 
Q91 Overall, do you feel like you see your 
children enough? 
1 I am happy with the amount of time I 
spend with my children 
2 I would like to spend a bit more time 
with my children 
3 I would like to spend much more time 
with my children 
Q92 On average, how much time would 
you say you spent with your children 
per month? 
____ (Days per month) 
If none/ GO 'lf{} Q94 
Q93 Please describe the main activities 
that you are involved in with your 
children? 
Q94 Please describe the main parenting 
difficulties FOR YOU as a 
non-resident parent. 
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[6] Jokes and plays with child .................. 1 
[7] Spoils child . ... . . . . . . .. . . . .. .. .. . . . . . . . . . ... . .. .. . 1 
[8] Gives comfort and understanding when 
child is upset . . . . . . .. . . . .... .. . . ... . . . . . . . . .. . . ... 1 
[9] Yells when child misbehaves ............... 1 
[10] Tells child what is expected before they 
do something .. . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . 1 
[11] Shows patience with child .................. 1 
[12] Grabs child when being disobedient . . . . . 1 
[13] Tells punishments to child but does not 
actually do them ............................... 1 
[14] Allows child to give input into family rules . . 1 
[15] Argues with child ............ ..... ............ .. 1 
[16] Appears confident about parenting 
abilities . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . 1 
[17] Tells child that we appreciate what the 
child tries or accomplishes . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . 1 
[18] Is aware of problems or concerns about 
child in school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
[19] Gives affection by hugging, kissing, and 
holding child .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 1 
[20] Uses physical punishment as a way of 
disciplining child . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 1 
[21] Tells child what to do ......................... 1 
[22] Talks it over and reasons with child when 
the child misbehaves ......................... 1 
[23] Allows child to interrupt others . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
[24] Has warm and intimate times with child 1 
[25] Encourages child to freely express itself 
even when disagreeing with parents .... 1 
[26] When two children are fighting, I/my 
partner disciplines children first and asks 
questions later .................................. 1 
[27] Bribes child with rewards . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
[28] Sets strict well-established rules for child .... 1 
[29] Emphasises the reasons for rules .. . .. . . . 1 
I DO THIS 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
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MY PARTNER 
DOES THIS 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
Part 7 - Background Information 
This final section asks you some information about yourself. Please circle one number for each 
question, or put an answer in the space provided. 
Q104 What is the HIGHEST level of 
secondary schooling you completed? 
1 Currently studying at secondary level 
2 Did not complete Year 10 
3 Completed Year 10 
4 Completed Year 12 or equivalent 
Q105 Do you have a post-school qualification 
that took at least one year to complete? 
1 Yes 
2 No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :~:;?. {) ·re~ ~:~~ i ~r~ '.~? 
Q106 What is the HIGHEST post-school 
qualification you reached? 
1 Trade certificate 
2 Certificate 
3 Diploma 
4 University degree 
5 Post-graduate certificate/diploma 
6 Post-graduate degree 
Q107 Are you married, or in a relationship? 
1 Not presently in a relationship .......... . 
• • • • • 1 • 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 • • • • • 1 • 1 1 1 1 1 • • (;?.{) l'{J ·;Q~ t l:H 
2 In a relationship with someone, but not 
living with that person. GO TG t;:p.t:J 
3 Living with someone in an intimate 
relationship, but not legally married to 
that person 
4 Married and living with spouse 
Q108 How old is your partner? 
Q109 What is the HIGHEST level of 
secondary schooling your partner 
completed? 
1 Currently studying at secondary level 
2 Did not complete Year 10 
3 Completed Year 10 
4 Completed Year 12 or equivalent 
Q110 Does your partner have a post-school 
qualification that took at least one 
year to complete? 
1 Yes 
2 No .............................. (~~) 'lt) (~~ll._:~;::_ 
Q111 What is the HIGHEST post-school 
qualification your partner reached? 
1 Trade certificate 
2 Certificate 
3 Diploma 
4 University degree 
5 Post-graduate certificate/diploma 
6 Post-graduate degree 
Q112 Have you changed partners since the 
last time we interviewed you? 
(in approximately the last 2 years) 
1 Yes 
2 No ............................. ($0 'l\) Qltl 
Q113 In what country was your present 
partner born? 
1 Australia ..................... it~;() TO QltS 
2 Other __________ _ 
Q114 In what year did your partner first 
settle in Australia? 
(estimate if unsure) 
19 
Q115 In which country was your partner's 
mother born?---------
Q116 In which country was your partner's 
father born? ________ _ 
Q117 What was the main language spoken 
in your partner's home when he/she 
was growing up? 
1 English 
2 Other __________ _ 
Q118 What was the main language spoken 
in your home when you were 
growing up? 
1 English 
2 Other __________ _ 
Q119 What type of house do you live in? 
1 A house with garden 
2 A townhouse 
3 A flat or unit 
4 Other __________ _ 
Q120 In the place you live, are you renting, 
purchasing or do you own it? 
1 Renting 
2 Purchasing 
3 Own it 
4 Other __________ _ 
Q121 How many cars or other vehicles does 
your family have? 
1 None 
2 One 
3 Two 
4 More 
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Appendix 2 
Items from Negotiating the Lifecourse used to examine division of household 
labour 
Q215 Household responsibilities 
I'm going to ask you about a range of household tasks, and I'd like you to tell me for each task whether 
you do most of this, you do more, you share this equally, your (wife/husband/partner) does more, your 
(wife/husband/partner) does most, or neither of you does this. 
1. Repairing things around the house 
2. Making arrangements to have repairs done 
3. Doing the dishes 
4. Preparing breakfast 
5. Preparing the evening meal 
6. Cleaning the house and vacuuming 
7. Doing the laundry 
8. Doing the ironing 
9 .' Cleaning the bathroom and toilet 
10. Caring for pets 
11. Taking out rubbish 
12. Shopping for food and other essentials 
13. Mowing the lawn 
14. Taking care of the garden 
15. Driving the car when you are going somewhere together 
16. Organising your social life 
17. Keeping in touch with relatives 
268 
Appendix 3 
Items removed from 62-item parenting style scale 
Items removed due to being unnecessarily lengthy or difficult to interpret 
1. I/my partner withholds scolding and/or criticism even when our child acts contrary 
to our wishes 
2. I/my partner punishes by taking privileges away from our child with little if any 
explanations 
3. I/my partner appears to be more concerned with own feelings than with our child's 
feelings 
4. I/my partner punishes by putting our child off somewhere alone with little if any 
explanations 
5. I/my partner helps our child to understand the impact of behaviour by encouraging 
our child to talk about the consequences of own actions 
6. I/my partner is afraid that disciplining our child for misbehaviour will cause the 
child to not like his/her parents 
7. I/my partner takes our child's desires into account before asking the child to do 
something 
8. I/my partner scolds or criticises when our child's behaviour doesn't meet our 
expectations 
9. I/my partner shows respect for our child's opinions by encouraging our child to 
express them 
10. I/my partner explains to our child how we feel about the child's good and bad 
behaviour 
11. When our child asks why he/she has to conform, I/my partner states: because I said 
so, or I am your parent and I want you to 
Items removed due to repetition 
12. I/my partner shows sympathy when our child is hurt or frustrated 
13. I/my partner is easy going and relaxed with our child 
14. I/my partner allows our child to annoy someone else 
15. I/my partner scolds and criticises to make our child improve 
16. I/my partner is responsive to our child's feelings or needs 
17. I/my partner gives our child reasons why rules should be obeyed 
18. I/my partner ignores our child's misbehaviour 
19. I/my partner carries out discipline after our child misbehaves 
20. I/my partner apologises to our child when making a mistake in parenting 
21. I/my partner gives into our child when the child causes a commotion about 
something 
22. I/my partner disagrees with our child 
23. I/my partner takes into account our child's preferences in making plans for the 
family 
269 
24. I/my partner appears unsure on how to solve our child's misbehaviour 
25. I/my partner explains the consequences of the child's behaviour 
26. I/my partner channels our child's misbehaviour into a more acceptable activity 
Items removed due to over-use of corporal punishment questions 
27. I/my partner guides our child by punishment more than by reason 
28. I/my partner explodes in anger towards our child 
29. I/my partner threatens our child with punishment more often than actually giving it 
30. I/my partner slaps our child when the child misbehaves 
31. I/my partner uses threats as punishment with little or no justification 
32. I/my partner demands that our child does/do things 
33. I/my partner shoves our child when the child is disobedient 
270 
Appendix 4 
Parenting Survey 1999: Study Description 
Summary 
This dataset is a sub-sample of the Negotiating the Lifecourse Survey (NLC). The NLC 
is a longitudinal survey conducted in 1996-97 as part of the Lifecourse Project. The 
sub-sample survey includes respondents who indicate they are the parent of a child 
under aged thirteen, or who have a child under age thirteen in the household. It repeats 
many of the questions asked in the NLC. The survey also includes specific questions 
related to family behaviours and parenting. 
The data file contains a wide range of questions. Sections cover: identification with 
parental roles; the workplace, employment and unemployment; attitudes to organised 
childcare; organised childcare; child-rearing tasks; non-resident parent activities; 
parenting styles; leisure and recreation; background information. 
Questionnaire sections 
The section on identification with parental roles is a series of questions entitled 'Self-
Perceptions of the Parental Role', developed by MacPhee, Benson and Bullock. It is 
used to determine the roles, competency, satisfaction, integration and investment. 
The workplace, employment and unemployment section asks questions related to 
current work status and workplace situation, experience and benefits. Questions such as 
whether people are happy with the number of hours they work and what prevents them 
working are also asked. Respondents are also asked about their partners' work situation. 
The section on organised childcare asks questions on who looks after children while 
parents are working and at other times, and what the reasons are for this care, together 
with how children get to school or childcare. 
Child-rearing tasks that are surveyed include questions on maintenance, transportation, 
and play based tasks. Questions on out of school activities are also asked. 
Parenting styles are measured through a set of questions which was originally created 
by Block (1965). Questions include items that reflect the parenting styles warmth and 
understanding, boundary setting, discipline and democratic participation. 
Background information includes education, marital status, country of origin, language 
of origin, and housing. 
Principle investigator 
Edith Gray, Demography Program, Research School of Social Sciences, Australian 
National University 
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Kind of data 
Survey 
Time dimensions 
Cross-sectional (one-time) study partial replication 
Definition of total universe 
Persons indicating that they have a child under age thirteen, or have a child under 
thirteen present in their household 
Sampling procedures 
Sub-sample selected by child status. Original NLC sample obtained through random 
digit dialing procedure 
Number of units (Cases) 
Number of cases (unweighted): 501 
Dates of data collection 
First date of data collection: 17 May 1999 
Last date of data collection: 3 September 1999 
Method of data collection 
Self-completion (mail out, mail back) 
Actions to minimise losses 
Respondents were provided with a reply-paid addressed envelope. Four weeks after the 
initial mail-out, all potential respondents were sent a reminder package including 
another copy of the survey and reply-paid envelope; non-respondents were then 
followed up by phone. 
Comparison with the NLC sample show the sub-sample to be slightly more likely to 
have completed high-school education and to be currently employed, but not 
significantly different to the NLC sample in terms of other socio-demographic 
characteristics. 
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ALL APPLICATIONS TO BE TYPED Appendix 5 
THE AUSTRALIAN NATIONAL UNIVERSITY 
ETHICS IN HUMAN EXPERIMENTATION COMMITTEE 
APPLICATION FORM 
Name of Researcher: Edith Gray 
Position Held: PhD student 
Dept/Group/Centre: Demography, Research School of Social Sciences 
Date: 27January1999 
Project Title: Contextualising parental involvement in Australia 
1. (a) Briefly describe the basic purposes of the research proposed: 
The purpose of this PhD research is to identify and examine current parenting behaviour and trends in 
Australia. A large part of this research involves investigating respondent's work situation and how they 
negotiate their work life and their family life. The research surveys men and women in order to detail a 
complete picture of the situation. 
The research is a comprehensive project which will collect information on aspects of parenting not 
usually collected together. In this way the research will provide a detailed analysis of how people see 
themselves as parents, how they organise their lifestyles and how these situations impact on parenting 
behaviour. 
As other research has found, parents can find it very difficult to satisfactorily negotiate work and family 
life. A greater understanding of the factors which influence parental involvement will assist in identifying 
ways to make parenting easier to negotiate. 
(b) Outline the design of the project: 
The project involves quantitative and qualitative data collection. The quantitative data will be collected 
through a mail-out questionnaire. The sample for this survey is drawn from among the participants of a 
longitudinal survey conducted by the Demography, Sociology and Economics Programs of Research 
School for Social Sciences (Negotiating the Lifecourse). The basis of selection is whether the respondent 
has a child ever born or has a child living in their household. 
It is anticipated that qualitative data will be collected through focus groups. There will be 5 groups with 
women and 5 groups with men. It is undecided how the focus group participants will be recruited, but that 
information will be provided to the Ethics in Human Experimentation Committee if in fact the groups go 
ahead. The participants WILL NOT be recruited from Negotiating the Lifecourse as this would breach the 
confidentiality agreement of that research. 
(c) Describe the research procedures as they affect the research subjects and any other 
parties involved: 
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The research procedure for first stage - the survey which is the main component of the research, is in the 
form of a pen and paper questionnaire. 
Respondents will be contacted by mail with a letter of introduction outlining the research and inviting 
them to participate, a copy of the questionnaire and a reply paid envelope. They will be asked to complete 
the questionnaire and return it in the reply paid envelope provided. 
The second stage, the focus groups, would require participants to discuss parenting issues in a group of 6-
8 for around one hour. The participants will be informed that they are being recorded on tape. 
All participants will be informed that they may withdraw from the study AT ANY TIME. 
{(a),(b) and (c) should be intelligible to a non-specialist.] 
2. What in your opinion are the ethical considerations involved in this proposal? 
(You may wish to comment, for example, on issue to do with consent, confidentiality, risk to 
subjects, etc.). 
The ethical considerations arising from this project are those of confidentiality and consent. 
1. Confidentiality. All questionnaires in the first stage of the survey will be confidential and no 
identifying information will be included in any document or written report of any form. All 
identifying information provided by the respondents will be protected. Respondents will be assured 
that their confidentiality will be maintained (see also Ql2). 
2. Consent. Participation in this research is voluntary. Participants will in no way be forced or coerced 
into participating. Return of the questionnaire will be taken as consent. Procedures for gaining 
consent are outlined at QlO. 
3. Outline the reasons which lead you to be satisfied that the possible benefit to be gained from 
the research proposed justifies the discomforts and risks involved (if any). 
The researcher believes that there is an unlikely possibility that respondents would experience discomfort 
or risk from completing the questionnaire, or from being involved in one of the focus groups. However, 
the assurance of confidentiality and the participants' ability to withdraw from participating at any time 
should help to ease any discomfort. 
The benefits to be gained from the proposed research are in the form of better understanding how people 
negotiate their work and family life, and being better able to propose ways to assist parents. 
4. Who are the investigators (including assistants) who will conduct the research and what are 
their qualifications and experience? 
Principal Investigator 
Edith Gray (PhD student) 
1998 MA (Demography), ANU 
1997 Grad. Dip (Population Health), ANU 
1996 BA, University of Canberra 
Interviewer 
It is possible that an interviewer may be hired to assist in conducted the focus groups. It is invisaged that 
the interviewer will be a student in a related discipline. Full training will be provided to the interviewer. 
5. Can the proposer certify that the persons listed in answer to 4 above have been fully briefed 
on appropriate procedures and in particular that they have read and are familiar with the 
guidelines issued by the NH & MRC or relevant professional body (please specify)? 
The principal investigator is familiar with NH&MRC guidelines. Procedures and guidelines will be 
covered as a component of interviewer training. 
6. Are arrangements to handle emergencies or difficulties necessary ? If so, briefly describe 
the arrangements made. 
Emergencies or difficulties are not expected to arise from the proposed research. 
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7. Please specify all sources of information: 
Department 
e.g. Individual subjects 
Commonwealth Department 
State!ferritory Department 
Other sources 
Please indicate specific 
(X) 
( ) 
( ) 
(X) Negotiating the 
Lifecourse, 
Research School of 
Social Sciences, ANU 
8. In cases where subjects are identified from information held by another party (e.g., doctor, 
hospital association) describe the arrangement whereby you gain access to this information. 
(You may wish to attach relevant correspondence.) 
The participants of the first stage, the survey, will be identified from the Negotiating the Lifecourse 
sample. 
The Data Manager of the dataset will provide address labels and corresponding ID numbers. Upon return 
of the questionnaires the data will be added to the existing dataset and identifying information will be 
unavailable as is currently the case. 
These arrangements have been approved by Professor Peter McDonald - please see attachment. 
9. Specify whether subjects will include students, children, the mentally ill or others in a 
dependent relationship, and specifically if payment will be made to any subjects. Please give 
details of these arrangements. 
None of the participants are in a dependent relationship as described above. 
10. Describe the procedures to be followed in obtaining the informed consent of subjects and/or 
of others responsible. If information for the purpose of obtaining consent is provided in 
writing, attach any relevant documents; otherwise specify the information provided. 
Participants will be provided with a letter introducing them to the research project. Return of the 
questionnaire will be taken as consent. 
In the second stage, the focus groups, potential participants will be invited to attend. They will be free to 
decide whether to attend or not, and will be informed that they may discontinue involvement AT ANY 
TIME. 
11. Comment on any cultural or social attitudes of subjects which have affected the design of the 
research or which may affect its conduct. 
Respondents are not selected based on their cultural or social attitudes. 
12. Give details of the measures which will be adopted to protect confidential information about 
subjects. 
The questionnaire for Stage 1, the survey, will be identifiable in the form of an ID number, so that data 
can be added to the existing dataset. Due to the sample being chosen from a longitudinal survey, 
respondents will be asked whether they have moved from their last place of residence. If this information 
is provided by respondents it will be given to the Data Manager of the Negotiating the Lifecourse project. 
Completed questionnaires, interview tapes and interview transcriptions will be stored in a locked cabinet 
in the principal researcher's office which will remain locked when the researcher is not there. 
13. Date on which project will begin: 1March1999 and end: 1 July 1999 
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THE AUSTRALIAN NATIONAL UNIVERSITY 
RESEARCH SERVICES OFFICE 
Human Ethics Officer 
Sylvia Deutsch 
25 March 1999 
Ms. Edith Gray 
PhD student 
Demography 
Research School of Social Sciences 
The Australian National University 
ACT0200 
Dear Ms. Gray, 
CANBERRA ACT 0200 AUSTRALIA 
TELEPHONE: +61 2 6249 2900 
FACSIMILE: +6126249 4807 
EMAIL: SylviaDeutsch@anu.edu.au 
Protocol no.89902: Contextualising parental involvement in Australia 
On behalf of the Ethics in Human Experimentation Committee I am pleased to advise that the above 
protocol, as approved on 9 March 1999, was formally ratified at its first meeting for the year on 12 March 
1999. 
Yours sincerely 
Sylvia Deutsch 
Secretary, Ethics in Human Experimentati?n Committee 
Conceptual model of the job turnover process following childbirth (Glass and Riley, 1998:1408) 
Exogenous Personal Characteristics 
(Human Capital and Family Status) 
Years of Education 
Employer Tenure 
Job Interest and Challenge 
Hours Worked Per week 
Hourly Wage 
Temporary Job 
Partner's Income 
First Birth 
Other Preschool Children 
Gender Traditionalism 
Organizational Characteristics 
Unionization 
Proportion female at workplace 
Firm Size 
Proportion Female in Job Category 
Family Responsive Working Conditions 
Hours Reduction 
Phase Into Work 
Total Childbearing Leave 
Mandatory Overtime 
Schedule Flexibility 
Hours Worked at Home 
Flexible Schedule 
Unusual Work Schedule 
Social Support 
Interpersonal Climate 
Supervisor Gender 
Presence of Child Care Assistance 
Proportion of Mothers in Job 
Category 
Workplace Formalization 
Turnover 
Exit Labor Force 
Job Change Following 
Pregnancy 
Appendix 7 
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Appendix 8 
The 'Women's role in society' scale (Q234) 
1. If both the husband and wife work, they should share equally in the housework and 
care of the children; 
2. It is better for the family if the husband is the principal breadwinner and the wife 
has primary responsibility for the home and the children; and, 
3. Ideally, there should be as many women as men in important positions in 
government and business. 
The 'Woman's independence' scale (Q267) 
1. Both the husband and wife should contribute to the household income; 
2. Having a job is the best way for a woman to be an independent person; 
3. Maintaining a degree of independence is important in any intimate relationship; 
4. Couples should always have activities which are separate from those of their 
partner; 
5. Close friendships can make up for not having a partner; and, 
6. A person should not stay in a marriage or relationship if it no longer meets their 
needs. 
The 'Woman's dependence' scale (Q267) 
1. People should consider the needs of their spouse and children as more important 
than their own; and, 
2. A wife should give up her job whenever it is inconvenient to her husband and 
children. 
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SELF-PERCEPTIONS OF THE PARENTAL ROLE 
Code Sheet 
Item Scoring (L to R) Scale 
1 5 4 
2 5 4 
3 1 2 
4 1 2 
5 5 4 
6 1 2 
7 1 2 
8 5 4 
9 1 2 
10 5 4 
11 1 2 
12 I 2 
13 5 4 
14 1 2 
15 5 4 
16 1 2 
17 5 4 
18 1 2 
19 1 2 
20 5 4 
21 1 2 
22 1 2 
Scales 
Investment: 1, 5, 9, 13, 17 
Competence: 2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 21 
2 1 
2 1 
4 5 
4 5 
2 1 
Lf 5 
4 5 
2 I 
4 5 
2 1 
4 5 
4 5 
2 I 
4 5 
2 I 
4 5 
2 1 
4 5 
4 5 
2 I 
4 5 
4 5 
Investment 
Competence 
Integration 
Satisfaction 
Investment 
Competence 
Integration 
Satisfaction 
Investment 
Competence 
Integration 
Satisfaction 
Investment 
Competence 
Integration 
Satisfaction 
Investment 
Competence 
Integration 
Satisfaction 
Competence 
Integration 
Integration: 3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 22 
Satisfaction: 4, 8, 12, 16, 20 
Appendix 10 
Items included in the indoor labour factor 
Who has greater responsibility for ... ?: 
1. cleaning and vacuuming; 
2. laundry; 
3. cleaning the toilet and bathroom; 
4. Ironmg; 
5. preparing the evening meal; 
6. shopping for food; 
7. doing the dishes; and 
8. preparing breakfast. 
Items included in the outdoor labour factor 
Who has greater responsibility for ... ?: 
1. mowing the lawn; 
2. repairing things around the house; 
3. taking out the rubbish; 
4. taking care of the garden; and 
5. making arrangements for repairs. 
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Appendix 11 
Items that relate to four parenting style factors 
Ql 00 Parenting styles 
This section asks questions about different parenting styles. There are no right or wrong answers. Please 
circle one answer on the scale only. 1 means you NEVER do this. 2 means you do this SOME OF THE 
TIME. 3 means you do this ABOUT HALF THE TIME. 4 means you do this MOST OF THE TIME, and 
5 means you ALWAYS do this. 
Warmth and understanding factor 
23. Encourages child to talk about the child's troubles 
24. Knows the names of child's friends 
4. Gives praise when child is good 
6. Jokes and plays with child 
8. Gives comfort and understanding when child is upset 
11. Shows patience with child 
17. Tells child that we appreciate what the child tries or accomplishes 
18. Is aware of problems or concerns about child in school 
19. Gives affection by hugging, kissing, and holding child 
24. Has warm and intimate time with child 
Boundary setting 
25. Finds it difficult to discipline child 
13. Tells punishments to child but does not actually do them 
16. Appears confident about parenting abilities 
28. Sets strict well-established rules for child 
29. Emphasises the reasons for rules 
Democratic participation 
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14. Allows child to give input into family rules 
22. Talks it over and reasons with child when the child misbehaves 
25. Encourages child to freely express itself even when disagreeing with parents 
Authoritarian disciplining 
5. Spanks when child is disobedient 
9. Yells when child misbehaves 
12. Grabs child when being disobedient 
15. Argues with child 
20. Uses physical punishment as a way of disciplining child 
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Appendix Table 4.1: Total fertility rates, Australia 1921-1998. 
Year TFR Year TFR Year TFR Year TFR Year TFR 
1921 3.1 1937 2.2 1953 3.2 1969 2.9 1985 1.9 
1922 3.1 1938 2.2 1954 3.2 1970 2.9 1986 1.9 
1923 3 1939 2.2 1955 3.3 1971 2.9 1987 1.8 
1924 3 1940 2.2 1956 3.3 1972 2.7 1988 1.8 
1925 2.9 1941 2.4 1957 3.4 1973 2.5 1989 1.8 
1926 2.8 1942 2.4 1958 3.4 1974 2.4 1990 1.9 
1927 2.8 1943 2.6 1959 3.5 1975 2.2 1991 1.9 
1928 2.8 1944 2.6 1960 3.5 1976 2.1 1992 1.9 
1929 2.6 1945 2.7 1961 3.6 1977 2 1993 1.9 
1930 2.6 1946 3 1962 3.5 1978 2 1994 1.8 
1931 2.4 1947 3.1 1963 3.4 1979 1.9 1995 1.8 
1932 2.2 1948 3 1964 3.2 1980 1.9 1996 1.8 
1933 2.2 1949 3 1965 3 1981 1.9 1997 1.8 
1934 2.1 1950 3.1 1966 2.9 1982 1.9 1998 1.8 
1935 2.1 1951 3 1967 2.9 1983 1.9 
1936 2.2 1952 3.2 1968 2.9 1984 1.8 
Source: (ABS, 1998b) 
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Appendix Table 4.2: Age-specific fertility rates, 1921-1998. 
Age group Age group Age group 
Year 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 Year 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 Year 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 
1921 26.6 135.9 169.0 142.5 101.9 43.6 4.3 1947 32.1 166.2 186.6 130.0 75.0 23.5 1.8 1973 49.1 155.4 166.9 84.2 33.6 8.4 0.6 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 
1940 
1941 
26.2 136.4 170.8 141.1 100.9 
26.5 133.1 167.1 136.1 95.7 
27.9 132.2 164.7 134.2 
29.1 130.8 163.4 131.3 
29.2 127.4 159.4 125.4 
29.9 127.7 156.2 124.1 
30.6 128.5 153.9 120.2 
29.4 122.7 148.2 114.3 
29.3 120.2 144.7 112.2 
27.2 110.8 130.7 104.4 
25.9 101.0 122.2 96.3 
25.6 99.6 123.6 96.0 
24.6 97.9 120.7 93.3 
24.6 99.6 123.2 94.0 
24.9 103.5 127.5 95.5 
24.6 107.1 130.7 97.9 
23.8 108.4 130.9 99.2 
24.3 110.5 133.9 98.3 
23.6 112.5 136.8 100.5 
24.3 121.0 143.5 104.9 
1942 24.0 121.8 143.6 104.2 
1943 24.3 132.5 155.4 114.8 
1944 22.9 126.7 157.3 122.5 
1945 23.8 132.4 164.2 125.2 
1946 26.1 151.1 183.2 131.7 
Source: (ABS, 1998b). 
93.3 
92.8 
88.2 
83.5 
82.8 
76.9 
75.6 
67.9 
63.2 
61.3 
58.4 
57.3 
60.3 
58.6 
56.3 
56.4 
56.6 
57.8 
60.0 
64.5 
72.9 
76.1 
78.3 
41.9 
40.2 
38.1 
38.4 
36.2 
34.9 
33.6 
32.0 
30.9 
27.7 
25.8 
24.5 
24.1 
21.9 
21.6 
20.7 
20.2 
19.0 
19.4 
19.6 
19.6 
20.6 
22.1 
23.7 
24.6 
3.9 1948 
4.5 1949 
4.0 1950 
4.1 1951 
3.8 1952 
3.6 1953 
3.9 1954 
3.4 1955 
3.1 1956 
3.1 1957 
2.9 1958 
2.6 1959 
2.3 1960 
2.3 1961 
2.2 1962 
2.0 1963 
2.1 1964 
1.9 1965 
1.7 1966 
1.7 1967 
1.7 1968 
1.6 1969 
1.6 1970 
1.8 1971 
2.1 1972 
34.2 163.0 179.8 124.6 71.2 
35.8 167.4 180.9 112.9 68.4 
37.0 173.5 186.0 124.6 
38.6 177.2 185.3 123.1 
39.3 189.7 192.7 126.1 
38.8 194.7 193.2 124.6 
39.2 197.1 194.0 121.8 
41.8 205.4 199.6 122.0 
43.0 210.9 203.0 123.5 
44.0 216.2 210.7 127.2 
44.6 215.9 212.9 126.4 
45.2 219.0 214.4 125.7 
44.3 220.1 216.3 127.5 
47.4 225.8 221.2 131.l 
44.7 216.0 216.7 127.7 
68.8 
65.0 
66.1 
65.3 
64.4 
64.4 
64.2 
65.1 
64.3 
63.6 
62.3 
63.4 
61.4 
45.9 208.2 211.2 123.9 59.7 
47.0 190.5 198.1 119.1 58.4 
47.5 179.3 188.5 110.1 53.0 
48.9 173.1 183.9 105.1 50.6 
48.4 170.8 185.0 102.8 47.8 
48.9 173.6 190.8 103.3 46.7 
49.0 174.2 191.8 103.5 45.6 
50.9 172.0 189.6 101.8 44.9 
55.5 181.9 193.5 101.8 44.2 
54.5 168.7 181.7 94.0 38.9 
Notes: 15-19 includes births to mothers aged less than 15. 45-59 includes births to mothers aged 50+. 
22.5 
21.2 
21.8 
21.0 
20.5 
20.5 
20.2 
20.4 
19.7 
19.5 
18.5 
18.6 
18.4 
19.2 
18.4 
18.6 
16.5 
15.0 
14.2 
13.5 
12.9 
12.2 
11.7 
11.3 
10.0 
1.7 1974 
1.6 1975 
1.6 1976 
1.6 1977 
1.7 1978 
1.4 1979 
1.5 1980 
1.4 1981 
1.6 1982 
1.4 1983 
1.5 1984 
1.5 1985 
1.3 1986 
1.4 1987 
1.2 1988 
1.1 1989 
1.2 1990 
1.1 1991 
1.1 1992 
1.1 1993 
1.0 1994 
1.0 1995 
0.8 1996 
0.8 1997 
0.8 1998 
44.2 145.4 159.3 78.5 
40.1 133.9 149.6 74.1 
35.2 128.2 146.2 
32.1 122.0 145.7 
29.9 115.8 144.0 
28.5 109.1 142.5 
27.6 107.0 141.0 
28.2 107.5 145.2 
27.4 103.9 144.9 
26.6 102.7 145.9 
23.2 94.3 140.4 
22.8 95.8 146.0 
21.8 90.0 141.9 
20.6 85.0 139.6 
20.3 81.5 136.9 
72.5 
74.1 
73.4 
73.9 
75.1 
77.6 
80.6 
81.5 
81.2 
89.0 
88.7 
90.6 
93.3 
20.6 78.4 135.4 96.1 
22.1 79.4 137.9 101.7 
22.1 75.0 132.0 100.2 
22.0 74.9 132.3 104.6 
20.9 71.3 129.8 105.4 
29.1 
26.0 
24.1 
23.9 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
24.5 
25.6 
25.0 
25.0 
26.9 
27.2 
28.9 
30.5 
32.6 
34.7 
36.0 
38.3 
38.9 
20.7 
20.4 
20.1 
19.5 
18.5 
69.7 125.8 105.0 41.1 
67.1 121.7 106.0 42.3 
65.2 117.1 105.7 43.7 
62.3 113.8 106.7 44.9 
60.0 111.2 107.2 45.7 
7.2 
6.1 
5.5 
5.0 
4.5 
4.6 
4.4 
4.5 
4.5 
4.3 
4.3 
4.5 
4.3 
4.8 
4.6 
5.0 
5.5 
5.5 
6.1 
6.3 
6.7 
7.2 
7.5 
7.5 
8.0 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.3 
0.2 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.2 
0.3 
0.2 
0.2 
0.3 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.3 
0.2 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
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Appendix Table 4.3: Number of children ever born, average number, average issue and median age, for birth cohorts 1905-1965. 
Number of children ever born 
Year Average Average Median Projected 
of birth 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 4+ numbera issueb agec' birthsd 
1905 19.5 18.5 24.3 16.6 10.3 4.4 6.3 21.0 2.18 2.30 27.8 
1910 16.6 16.7 26.0 17.6 10.6 5.5 7.0 23.1 2.33 2.33 28.8 
1915 14.0 14.8 27.1 20.0 11.6 5.8 6.8 24.2 2.45 2.43 28.9 
1920 11.9 13.3 26.8 20.9 12.6 6.7 7.8 27.1 2.60 2.65 28.2 
1925 10.8 11.l 26.3 22.0 14.3 7.3 8.2 29.8 2.83 2.80 27.6 
1930 9.5 9.1 24.9 23.5 15.7 8.2 9.0 32.9 2.88 3.03 27.0 
1935 8.7 7.8 25.7 25.8 16.9 7.7 7.4 32.0 2.87 3.04 26.0 
1940 8.9 7.7 30.2 27.6 14.9 6.1 4.6 25.6 2.68 2.76 25.4 
1945 9.9 9.2 36.8 26.8 11.4 3.6 2.3 17.3 2.41 2.30 25.4 
1950 11.0 10.4 39.1 25.3 9.8 2.8 1.6 14.2 2.28 2.17 26.4 
1955 13.0 11.5 37.9 24.6 9.1 2.4 1.4 12.9 2.18 2.18 27.2 0.6 
1960 14.9 12.0 37.6 23.2 8.6 2.0 1.6 12.2 2.11 2.17 27.9 6.6 
1965 20.2 13.3 35.2 20.5 7.5 1.6 1.8 10.9 1.94 2.06 28.7 28.4 
1970 25.7 12.2 32.5 19.1 7.2 1.4 1.9 10.5 1.82 1.93 29.4 64.5 
1975 27.8 10.6 32.0 19.0 7.2 1.4 1.9 10.5 1.79 1.84 29.7 89.1 
1980 26.6 11.9 32.0 19.1 7.2 1.4 1.9 10.5 1.80 1.78 30.0 98.8 
Source: (ABS, 1998b). 
Notes: 
a Average number is based on census data, b average issue and c median age are based on birth registration data. 
d Proportion of projected births estimated for cohorts that have not completed their fertility. 
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Appendix Table 4.4: Age-specific fertility rates for women and men, Australia 
1998. 
Female Male 
Paternity Paternity not Paternity not 
Age Married acknowledged acknowledged Total Married acknowledged Total 
15a 1.6 1.6 3.2 0.4 0.4 
16 0.1 6 2 8.1 1.4 1.4 
17 0.3 13.2 4 17.5 3.6 3.6 
18 2.2 19.7 4.7 26.6 0.2 7.7 8 
19 6.3 25.7 5.5 37.5 1.1 12.1 13.2 
20 10.5 28.4 5 43.9 2.5 16.5 19 
21 16.5 28.2 4.8 49.4 4.8 19.5 24.3 
22 25 29.4 4.3 58.6 9 22.9 31.9 
23 35.5 28.2 3.6 67.4 14.2 23.2 37.3 
24 46.9 28.2 4 79 23.2 25.4 48.7 
25 60.1 27.4 3.4 91 33.3 25.5 58.8 
26 74.3 24.7 2.9 101.8 46.3 26 72.4 
27 85.6 22.7 2.7 111.1 58.6 24.7 83.3 
28 100.9 21 2.4 124.3 73.8 23.8 97.7 
29 106.2 19.9 1.9 128 83 22.7 105.8 
30 104.8 18.8 1.8 125.4 92.4 21.9 114.3 
31 101 17.5 1.9 120.4 96.2 20.4 116.6 
32 93.3 15.1 1.7 110.1 93.7 18.2 111.9 
33 81.9 13.7 1.6 97.2 93.9 16.2 110.1 
34 80.3 12.7 1.4 84.5 83.6 14.9 98.5 
35 58.5 10.4 1.3 70.2 76.1 13.6 89.7 
36 46.8 9 56.7 66.8 12 78.8 
37 35.1 7.6 0.7 43.4 54.6 10.1 64.7 
38 25.7 5.9 0.7 32.3 46.7 8.8 55.4 
39 19.6 4.7 0.5 24.9 38.8 7.4 46.2 
40 12.9 3.2 0.4 16.5 31.2 6.2 37.4 
41 7.9 2.5 0.4 10.8 24.2 5.6 29.9 
42 5.2 1.5 0.2 6.9 18.8 4.6 23.5 
43 2.8 0.9 0.1 3.9 14.6 3.7 18.3 
44 1.1 0.4 1.5 11.7 3.3 15 
45 0.3 0.2 0.8 9 2.8 11.8 
46 0.3 0.1 0.4 7.3 2.3 9.5 
47 0.1 0.2 5.7 1.7 7.4 
48 0.1 0.1 4.5 1.6 6.2 
49 3.6 1.4 5 
50 2.9 1.1 3.9 
51 2 0.8 2.9 
52 2 0.7 2.9 
53 1.3 0.6 1.9 
54 1 0.5 1.6 
55-59 3.9 1 4.9 
60+ 2.3 0.5 2.7 
Source: (ABS, 1998b). 
Notes: 
Age 15 includes births to parents aged less than 15. 
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Appendix Table 4.5: Children ever born (CEB) for women and men by age gmup, 
1997. 
Children Age group 
ever born <20 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50+ 
Number 
Female 
0 43 132 78 54 31 19 9 10 
1 2 15 33 39 17 23 10 9 
2 5 27 58 98 66 68 45 
3 1 9 35 44 46 49 40 
4+ 2 4 12 28 29 29 25 
Male 
0 66 100 91 66 30 26 16 9 
1 2 27 30 20 18 14 5 
2 1 7 31 60 75 36 41 
3 3 10 30 32 37 32 
4+ 2 2 14 20 12 18 
Per cent 
Female 
0 95.6 85.2 51.7 27.3 14.2 10.4 5.5 7.8 
1 4.4 9.7 21.9 19.7 7.8 12.6 6.1 7 
2 3.2 17.9 29.3 45 36.1 41.2 34.9 
3 0.6 6 17.7 20.2 25.1 29.7 31 
4+ 1.3 2.6 6.1 12.8 15.8 17.6 19.4 
Male 
0 100 97.1 70 47.5 19.5 15.2 13.9 8.6 
1 1.9 20.8 21.6 13 10.5 12.2 4.8 
2 5.4 22.3 39 43.9 31.3 39 
3 2.3 7.2 19.5 18.7 32.2 30.5 
4+ 1.5 1.4 9.1 11.7 10.4 17.l 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
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~ppendix Table 4.6: Survival analysis. Cumulative proportion and median age-
birth of first child at each age for women and men by age groupb, 1997. 
Age at start Age atend 
of interval of interval Age cohort 
time time 50-54a 45-59 40-44 35-39 30-34 
Cumulative Proportion surviving at end of age interval 
Female 
10 14 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
15 19 0.91 0.89 0.88 0.92 0.93 
20 24 0.51 0.53 0.65 0.64 0.68 
25 29 0.22 0.23 0.34 0.37 0.41 
30 34 0.15 0.12 0.20 0.18 0.21 
35 39 0.11 0.11 0.16 0.14 
40 44 0.10 0.09 0.14 
45 49 0.10 0.09 
50 548 0.10 
Male 
10 14 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
15 19 0.98 0.96 0.98 0.97 0.99 
20 24 0.69 0.79 0.84 0.81 0.89 
25 29 0.32 0.52 0.52 0.53 0.68 
30 34 0.18 0.33 0.32 0.33 0.40 
35 39 0.15 0.23 0.22 0.21 
40 44 0.13 0.19 0.19 
45 49 0.13 0.19 
50 548 0.13 
Sex of respondent Median age at first birth 
Female 25.3 25.4 27.4 27.5 28.4 
Male 27.6 30.6 30.5 30.7 33.2 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
b 
This interval includes 8 respondents (3 male and 5 female) aged 55. 
The Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic showed significant differences were found in the survival 
experience by age group for men (P<0.00005) and women (P<0.0001). 
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Appendix Table 4.7: Percentage distribution. Age of youngest child by family type, 
1999. 
Age of One parent families Couple 
youngest child Female parent Male parent All one parent families 
Number 
0-4 160900 9300 170200 804900 
5-9 137100 11900 149000 501000 
10-14 119700 19100 138800 401800 
15-24 67900 19400 87300 295700 
Total 485600 59700 545300 2003400 
Per cent 
0-4 33.1 15.6 31.2 40.2 
5-9 28.2 19.9 27.3 25.0 
10-14 24.7 32.0 25.5 20.1 
15-24 14.0 32.5 16.0 14.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: (ABS, 1999c:20-24). 
Appendix Table 4.8: Percentage distribution. Biological status of parents to co-
resident children. 
Co-residential child status 
Our child only 
My child only 
Partners child only 
Adoptive child only 
My child and our child 
Partners child and our child 
Partners child and my child 
Partners, mine, and ours 
Adoptive and biological 
Total 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
N=l489. 
Per cent 
70.7 
13.6 
2.2 
0.5 
3.1 
4.1 
3.6 
1.1 
1.1 
100.0 
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Appendix Table 5.1: Labour force participation of parents by age of youngest child, family type and sex, 1999. 
Age of Family type 
youngest Couple parent - fathers Couple parent - mothers Sole parent - fathers Sole parent - mothers 
child In LF Not in LF Total In LF Not in LF Total In LF Not in LF Total In LF Not in LF Total 
'000 
0-4 756.9 47.9 804.8 397.5 407.3 804.8 4.9 4.4 9.3 57.1 103.8 160.9 
5-9 467.5 33.4 500.9 349.3 151.7 501.0 7.4 4.5 11.9 85.3 51.9 137.2 
10-14 372.1 29.7 401.8 295.6 106.2 401.8 13.9 5.2 19.1 75.0 44.8 119.8 
Per cent 
0-4 94.0 6.0 100.0 49.4 50.6 100.0 52.7 47.3 100.0 35.5 64.5 100.0 
5-9 93.3 6.7 100.0 69.7 30.3 100.0 62.2 37.8 100.0 62.2 37.8 100.0 
10-14 92.6 7.4 100.0 73.6 26.4 100.0 72.8 27.2 100.0 62.6 37.4 100.0 
Source: (ABS 1999c:20, 24). 
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Appendix Table 5.2: Full-time work status of employed parents by age of youngest child, family type and sex, 1999. 
Age of Family type 
youngest Couple parent - fathers Couple parent - mothers Sole parent - fathers Sole parent - mothers 
child FT Not FT Total FT Not FT Total FT Not FT Total FT Not FT Total 
'000 
0-4 674.1 40.2 714.3 120.4 236.2 356.6 2.0 1.5 3.5 15.4 25.8 41.2 
5-9 422.3 24.5 446.8 134.1 188.0 322.1 4.8 1.5 6.3 29.4 43.4 72.8 
10-14 337.0 22.7 359.7 129.6 145.8 275.4 10.5 1.8 12.3 31.7 33.9 65.6 
Per cent 
0-4 94.4 5.6 100.0 33.8 66.2 100.0 57.1 42.9 100.0 37.4 62.6 100.0 
5-9 94.5 5.5 100.0 41.6 58.4 100.0 76.2 23.8 100.0 40.4 59.6 100.0 
10-14 93.7 6.3 100.0 47.1 52.9 100.0 85.4 14.6 100.0 48.3 51.7 100.0 
Source: (ABS 1999c:20, 24). 
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Appendix Table 5.3: Proportion of dual-earner households of couples with dependants by age of youngest child, 1984-1999. 
Year 
Age of youngest child 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 19958 1996 1997 1998 1999 
0-4 29.3 29.9 36.1 38.7 39.3 41.1 42.7 40.4 41.3 40 41.6 43.6 44 45.2 43.6 
5-9 50.6 51.6 56.3 56.6 59.8 62.3 64 60.8 59.2 58.3 58.1 61.9 64.3 62.5 62.9 
10-14 53.9 55.2 60.7 60.9 62.5 65.2 67.8 65.1 64.3 64.1 63.4 68.6 65 68.8 67.7 
All families with dependants 42.4 45.5 48.5 50.2 50.9 53.8 55.9 53.4 53.3 52.5 52.8 55.7 56.3 57.5 56.8 
Source: ABS Catalogue No. 6224.0, various years (1984-1999). 
Notes: 
a Not available. 
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Appendix Table 5.4: Reliability statistics. Alpha reliability and mean inter-item 
correlations for attitude factor scales. 
Attitude factor scale 
Women's role in society 
Woman's independence 
Woman's dependence 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Reliability measure 
Alpha Mean inter-item r 
0.55 0.29 
0.45 
0.39 
0.13 
0.24 
Appendix Table 5.5: Permanency of employment (for those working), by sex, 
child-status group. 
Child-status group 
Permanently No child Child <5 Child 5-12 All three groups 
employed?* Women Men Women Men Women Men Women 
Number 
No 6 11 36 12 45 13 
Yes 60 46 69 108 72 97 
Total 66 57 105 120 117 110 
Per cent 
No 9.1 19.3 34.3 10.0 38.5 11.8 
Yes 90.9 80.7 65.7 90.0 61.5 88.2 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: 
* Significant difference between child status groups for women at P<0.0001 level. 
Those working, N=723 (totals may not equal 723 due to missing data). 
87 
201 
288 
30.2 
69.8 
Appendix Table 5.6: Summary work statistics, by sex. Results from cross-
tabulations and analysis of variance. 
Summary measure 
Did you work last week?* 
No 
Yes 
Were you permanently employed?* 
No 
Yes 
Number of hours usually worked* 
Dual-earner household 
No 
Yes 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: 
* Significant at the P<0.0001 level. 
Sex of respondent 
Women Men 
Number (Per cent) 
70 (28.1) 
179 (71.9) 
10 (5.5) 
173 (94.5) 
80 (46.0) 33 (19.3) 
94 (54.0) 138 (80.7) 
Median 
25.5 44.0 
Number (Per cent) 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
Total 
156 (34.4) 
273 (63.6) 
Men 
36 
251 
287 
12.5 
87.5 
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Appendix Table 6.1: Analysis of variance of identity scores by explanatory 
variables. 
Identity scale 
Explanatory variable Satisfaction Competence Investment 
Mean (standard deviation) 
Sex 
Male 8.2 (1.77) 6.7 (2.00) 3.3 (2.02) 
Female 8.4 (1.78) 6.6 (2.17) 4.8 (2.22) 
Age group 
Under30 8.3 (2.04) 6.4 (2.13) 4.6 (2.54) 
30-34 8.3 (1.61) 6.6 (1.82) 4.4 (2.21) 
35-39 8.4 (1.62) 6.6 (2.26) 4.3 (2.26) 
40-44 8.3 (1.74) 6.8 (1.91) 3.9 (2.26) 
45+ 8.0 (2.24) 6.5 (2.47) 3.6 (2.08) 
Legal marital status 
Living together, but not married 8.0 (2.21) 6.0 (2.20) 3.9 (1.96) 
Married and living together 8.3 (1.74) 6.7 (2.09) 4.2 (2.28) 
Born in Australia? 
No 8.3 (1.77) 6.9 (2.11) 4.2 (2.29) 
Yes 8.3 (l.78) 6.6 (2.09) 4.1 (2.26) 
Education 
Secondary or lower 8.2 (1.88) 6.5 (2.20) 4.0 (2.21) 
Higher than secondary 9.3 (1.71) 6.7 (2.02) 4.2 (2.29) 
Age of youngest child 
Zero 8.4 (1.68) 7.0 (1.74) 4.0 (2.73) 
One to four 8.5 (1.64) 6.6 (2.05) 4.5 (2.19) 
Five to twelve 8.1 (l.88) 6.6 (2.18) 3.7 (2.18) 
Number of children in the householda 
One 8.1 (1.97) 6.9 (2.28) 3.8 (2.16) 
Two 8.3 (1.74) 6.5 (2.06) 4.3 (2.39) 
Three+ 8.6 (1.54) 6.6 (1.91) 4.3 (2.26) 
Worked last week? 
No 8.3 (2.11) 6.9 (1.94) 4.8 (2.43) 
Yes 8.3 (1.68) 6.6 (2.13) 4.0 (2.18) 
Source: PS99 data. 
Integration 
6.0 (2.22) 
6.4 (2.11) 
6.0 (2.43) 
6.2 (2.04) 
6.4 (2.04) 
5.9 (2.20) 
6.3 (2.40) 
6.3 (2.33) 
6.2 (2.15) 
6.5 (2.16) 
6.1 (2.16) 
6.2 (2.04) 
6.2 (2.25) 
6.3 (2.26) 
5.9 (2.18) 
6.4 (2.13) 
6.4 (2.19) 
6.1 (2.15) 
6.1 (2.18) 
6.2 (2.30) 
6.2 (2.13) 
Notes: Balded figures indicate significant difference between categories of at least P<0.05 for that 
scale. 
a Number of children under age 13 in the household. 
N=406. 
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Appendix Table 7.la: Coefficients, standard errors and odds ratios from multinomial logistic regression analysis of who does more of indoor 
household tasks by child-status group and age. 
Man does more vs Share equally vs 
Background woman does more woman does more 
Characteristic B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) 
Doing the dishes 
Child status 
No (ref) 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Child <5 -0.66 0.30 0.52 -0.81 0.21 0.45 
Child 5-12 -1.11 0.36 
Age 0.06 0.02 
Constant -2.53 0.59 
Cleaning the house and vacuuming 
Child status 
No (ref) 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Child <5 -2.03 0.48 0.13 -1.16 0.22 0.31 
Child 5-12 -1.68 0.54 0.19 -1.09 0.27 0.34 
Age 
Constant 
Cleaning the bathroom and toilet 
Child status 
No (ref) 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Child <5 -1.52 0.37 0.22 -0.97 0.24 
Child 5-12 -1.46 0.45 
Age 
Constant 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: df=6; ref=reference group. 
Significant at P<0.05 level except for shaded areas. 
N=933. 
Man does more vs Share equally vs Man does more vs Share equally vs 
woman does more woman does more woman does more woman does more 
B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) 
Preparing breakfast Preparing the evening meal 
0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
-2.43 0.37 0.09 -2.02 0.29 0.13 -1.79 0.33 0.17 -1.26 0.24 0.28 
-2.33 0.42 0.10 -1.92 0.32 0.15 -2.14 0.42 0.12 -0.98 0.29 0.38 
-0.04 0.02 0.97 
Doing the laundry Doing the ironing 
0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
-1.34 0.43 0.26 -1.53 0.24 0.22 -1.53 0.37 0.22 -1.48 0.25 0.14 
-1.55 0.55 0.21 -1.40 0.29 0.25 -1.66 0.46 0.19 -2.18 0.33 0.06 
..... ~"~m1y:mfil 0.04 0.02 1.00 
-1.52 0.55 
Shopping for food and other essentials 
0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
-1.36 0.41 0.26 -1.15 0.21 0.32 
-1.51 0.46 0.22 -1.22 0.26 0.30 
0.08 0.02 1.09 -0.05 O.ol 0.95 
-4.03 0.84 2.09 0.44 
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Appendix Table 7.lb: Coefficients, standard errors and odds ratios from multinomial logistic regression analysis of who does more of outdoor 
household tasks by child-status group and age. 
Man does more vs Share equally vs 
Background 
Characteristic 
woman does more woman does more 
B SE Exp(B} B SE Exp(B} 
Child status 
No (ref) 
Child <5 
Child 5-12 
Age 
Constant 
Child status 
No (ref) 
Child <5 
Child 5-12 
Age 
Constant 
Repairing things around the house 
0.00 1.00 0.00 
-1.16 0.49 0.31 -1.74 
-1.80 0.54 0.16 
0.06 0.02 1.07 
'''Q{m I n 
•Li% '!Mowing the aw 
0.00 1.00 0.00 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: df=6; ref=reference group. 
Significant at P<0.05 level except for shaded areas. 
N=933. 
1.00 
1.00 
Man does more vs Share equally vs Man does more vs Share equally vs 
woman does more woman does more woman does more woman does more 
B SE Exp(B} B SE Exp(B} B SE Exp(B} B SE Exp(B} 
Arranging to have repairs done Taking out the rubbish 
0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 
2.56 0.66 
Taking care of the garden 
0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
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Appendix Table 7.lc: Coefficients, standard errors and odds ratios from multinomial logistic regression analysis of who does more of social 
tasks by child-status group and age. 
Background 
Characteristic 
Child status 
No (ref) 
Child <5 
Child 5-12 
Age 
Constant 
Child status 
No (ref) 
Child <5 
Child 5-12 
Age 
Constant 
Man does more vs Share equally vs 
woman does more woman does more 
B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) 
Caring for pets 
0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
,~~ -0.64 
Keeping in touch with friends/relatives 
0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Notes: df=6; ref=reference group. 
Significant at P<0.05 level except for shaded areas. 
N=933. 
Man does more vs Share equally vs Man does more vs Share equally vs 
woman does more woman does more woman does more woman does more 
B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) 
Driving car when going out together Organising social life 
0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 
-
2.66 0.43 
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Appendix Table 7.2a: Estimated proportion of who does more of household labour in couple households by child-status group (at age 25). 
Child-status group 
No child Child<S Child 5-12 
Household task Women Share Men Women Share Men Women Share Men 
Doing the dishes 39.7 47.5 12.8 58.8 31.4 9.8 62.3 31.1 6.6 
Preparing breakfast 13.2 68.0 18.8 55.2 37.8 6.9 52.8 39.8 7.3 
Preparing the evening meal 47.0 39.3 13.7 77.7 18.5 3.8 74.1 23.4 2.5 
Cleaning the house and vacuuming 50.5 41.6 7.9 78.2 20.1 1.6 76.6 21.2 2.3 
Doing the laundry 53.1 39.4 7.5 83.5 13.4 3.1 82.4 15.1 2.5 
Doing the ironing 55.1 31.9 12.9 84.6 11.2 4.3 90.1 5.9 4.0 
Cleaning the bathroom and toilet 56.5 32.1 11.4 79.3 17.2 3.5 77.6 18.8 3.6 
Shopping for food and other essentials 29.5 66.4 4.1 57.1 40.8 2.0 59.0 39.2 1.8 
Repairing things around the house 3.9 24.5 71.5 12.9 14.0 73.1 20.6 17.8 61.5 
Making arrangements to have 
repairs done 31.3 37.2 31.5 33.0 29.8 37.1 28.9 34.3 36.7 
Taking out rubbish 6.8 38.4 54.7 11.6 32.5 55.9 14.0 39.6 46.4 
Mowing the lawn 7.3 19.6 73.0 5.5 16.8 77.7 13.0 26.5 60.5 
Taking care of the garden 21.5 50.2 28.3 20.4 40.0 39.6 24.8 39.1 36.1 
Caring for pets 21.9 57.9 20.2 30.7 42.9 26.4 36.0 46.4 17.6 
Driving the car when you are going 
somewhere together 18.1 34.0 47.9 10.8 28.3 60.9 10.1 32.0 57.9 
Organising your social life 23.9 73.4 2.7 21.3 73.1 5.7 16.8 73.9 9.2 
Keeping in touch with relatives 33.3 65.8 0.8 44.8 54.4 0.8 44.5 55.0 0.5 
Source: Estimated from coefficients provided at Appendix Table7.1 a-c. 
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Appendix Table 7.2b: Estimated proportion of who does more of household labour in couple households by child-status group (at age 30). 
Child-status group 
No child Child<5 Child 5-12 
Household task Women Share Men Women Share Men Women Share Men 
Doing the dishes 36.4 48.0 15.6 55.3 32.5 12.2 59.2 32.5 8.3 
Preparing breakfast 12.6 66.2 21.1 54.3 37.8 8.0 51.9 39.7 8.4 
Preparing the evening meal 48.5 34.0 17.5 79.4 15.8 4.8 76.6 20.2 3.2 
Cleaning the house and vacuuming 49.8 40.9 9.3 78.0 20.1 1.9 76.3 21.0 2.7 
Doing the laundry 54.4 37.6 8.0 84.2 12.6 3.2 83.2 14.2 2.6 
Doing the ironing 50.8 35.7 13.5 82.1 13.2 4.7 88.5 7.0 4.5 
Cleaning the bathroom and toilet 55.7 31.3 13.0 79.0 16.9 4.0 77.3 18.5 4.2 
Shopping for food and other essentials 33.9 59.0 7.1 62.2 34.4 3.3 64.1 32.9 2.9 
Repairing things around the house 3.0 22.7 74.3 9.8 13.2 77.0 16.2 17.2 66.6 
Making arrangements to have 
repairs done 32.8 34.5 32.7 34.3 27.4 38.2 30.2 31.8 38.0 
Taking out rubbish 7.3 34.8 57.9 12.3 29.1 58.6 14.9 35.9 49.2 
Mowing the lawn 6.7 15.5 77.8 5.0 13.1 81.9 12.3 21.5 66.2 
Taking care of the garden 23.7 48.6 27.6 22.5 38.8 38.7 27.2 37.7 35.1 
Caring for pets 23.0 55.4 21.6 31.7 40.4, 27.9 37.4 44.0 18.6 
Driving the car when you are going 
somewhere together 14.5 35.0 50.5 8.5 28.6 62.9 7.9 32.3 59.7 
Organising your social life 29.9 67.6 2.5 26.9 67.8 5.3 21.6 69.7 8.7 
Keeping in touch with relatives 33.3 65.1 1.6 44.8 53.7 1.5 44.6 54.4 1.0 
Source: Estimated from coefficients provided at Appendix Table7.1 a-c. 
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Appendix Table 7.2c: Estimated proportion of who does more of household labour in couple households by child-status group (at age 35). 
Child-status group 
No child Child<S Child 5-12 
Household task Women Share Men Women Share Men Women Share Men 
Doing the dishes 33.2 48.0 18.8 51.6 33.3 15.l 55.9 33.7 10.4 
Preparing breakfast 12.1 64.3 23.6 53.2 37.6 9.2 "50.9 39.5 9.6 
Preparing the evening meal 49.2 28.9 21.9 80.6 13.5 5.9 78.5 17.4 4.1 
Cleaning the house and vacuuming 49.0 40.1 10.9 77.8 19.9 2.3 75.9 20.9 3.2 
Doing the laundry 55.6 35.9 8.6 84.8 11.8 3.4 83.9 13.3 2.8 
Doing the ironing 46.4 39.7 13.9 79.4 15.5 5.1 86.7 8.4 4.9 
Cleaning the bathroom and toilet 54.7 30.5 14.7 78.7 16.7 4.6 76.9 18.3 4.8 
Shopping for food and other essentials 37.5 50.7 11.8 66.2 28.4 5.4 68.2 27.1 4.7 
Repairing things around the house 2.2 21.0 76.8 7.4 12.3 80.3 12.5 16.4 71.1 
Making arrangements to have 
repairs done 34.2 31.9 33.8 35.6 25.2 39.2 31.5 29.3 39.2 
Taking out rubbish 7.8 31.3 61.0 12.9 26.0 61.1 15.9 32.4 51.8 
Mowing the lawn 6.1 12.1 81.9 4.5 10.1 85.4 11.4 17.2 71.4 
Taking care of the garden 26.1 47.0 26.9 24.7 37.5 37.8 29.8 36.2 34.0 
Caring for pets 24.1 52.9 23.0 32.7 38.0 29.3 38.7 41.6 19.7 
Driving the car when you are going 
somewhere together 11.5 35.8 52.7 6.6 28.8 64.6 6.2 32.5 61.3 
Organising your social life 36.7 61.0 2.3 33.3 61.8 4.8 27.2 64.6 8.1 
Keeping in touch with relatives 33.1 63.9 3.0 44.5 52.7 2.8 44.5 53.6 1.9 
Source: Estimated from coefficients provided at Appendix Table7. l a-c. 
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Appendix Table 7.3: Reliability statistics. Alpha reliability and mean inter-item 
correlations for attitude factor scales. 
Factor scale 
Indoor work 
Outdoor work 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
Reliability measure 
Alpha Mean inter-item r 
0.93 0.61 
0.73 0.34 
Appendix Table 7.4: Coefficients, standard errors and R2 from regression analysis 
of score for men on indoor work scale. 
Statistic 
Explanatory variable B SE Sig. 
Age 0.02 0.02 0.37 
Age at first birth (or current age) -0.01 0.02 0.79 
Born in Australia? -0.01 0.23 0.97 
Legal marital status -1.10 0.34 0.00 
Education 0.11 0.19 0.58 
Child aged 0-4? -1.03 0.31 0.00 
Child aged 5-12? -1.07 0.39 0.01 
Net income (Net2a) -l.247E-06 3.318E-06 0.71 
Both employed last week? 0.64 0.20 0.00 
Women's role in society 0.29 0.06 0.00 
Woman's independence scale -0.02 0.06 0.70 
Woman's dependence scale -0.04 0.05 0.42 
Constant 1.72 0.89 0.05 
Model R2a 0.26 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
a Model significant at the P<0.0001 level. 
Appendix Table 7.5: Coefficients, standard errors and R2 from regression analysis 
of score for women on indoor work scale. 
Statistic 
Explanatory variable B SE Sig. 
Age 0.02 0.02 0.36 
Age at first birth (or current age) -0.04 0.02 0.05 
Born in Australia? -0.25 0.18 0.17 
Legal marital status 0.24 0.24 0.32 
Education -0.19 0.15 0.21 
Child aged 0-4? 1.11 0.26 0.00 
Child aged 5-12? 1.03 0.33 0.00 
Net income (Net2a) -6.lOE-06 4.53E-06 0.18 
Both employed last week? -0.17 0.17 0.33 
Women's role in society -0.11 0.05 0.03 
Woman's independence scale -0.04 0.05 0.42 
Woman's dependence scale 0.04 0.03 0.20 
Constant 8.87 0.72 0.00 
Model R2a 0.21 
Source: NLC data 1997. 
a Model significant at the P<0.0001 level. 
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Appendix Table 8.1: Descriptive statistics-Parental involvement scales. Measures 
of central tendency, dispersion and reliability. 
Scale 
Physical care 
Child-care-related activities 
Physical care 
School-related activities 
Source: PS99 data. 
Descriptive statistic 
Mean SD Alpha 
Child less than school age 
6.4 3.2 0.95 
5.6 4.0 0.91 
Child of school age 
5.9 4.1 
5.8 3.3 
0.86 
0.80 
Appendix Table 8.2: Coefficients, standard errors and R2 from regression analysis 
of score for men on physical care scale for children under school age. 
Explanatory variable B 
Age 0.04 
Legal marital status 0.13 
Born in Australia? 0.60 
Education -0.25 
Age of youngest child 1.11 
Age at first birth 0.02 
Sex of youngest child 0.06 
Hours partner worked last week 0.03 
Net income (Net2a)a 3.1985E-05 
Women's role in society 0.25 
Investment -0.17 
Constant -3.05 
Model R2b 
Source: PS99 data. 
a 
b 
Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1. 
Model significant at the P<0.05 level. 
Statistic 
SE Sig. 
0.05 0.37 
0.89 0.88 
0.73 0.41 
0.50 0.62 
0.52 0.04 
0.03 0.50 
0.48 0.90 
0.02 0.05 
1.11rn~o5 0.01 
0.15 0.11 
0.12 0.17 
2.39 0.21 
0.30 
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Appendix Table 8.3: Coefficients, standard errors and R2 from regression analysis 
of score for women on physical care scale for children under school age. 
Explanatory variable B 
Age 0.31 
Legal marital status -3.21 
Born in Australia? 1.00 
Age of oldest child -1.96 
Age at first birth -0.17 
Sex of oldest child -8.44 
Employed last week? -8.48 
Net income (Net2a)a -4.83E-04 
Woman's independence scale -1.81 
Woman's dependence scale 2.30 
Constant 109.48 
Model R2b 
Source: PS99 data. 
b 
Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1. 
Model significant at the P<0.0001 level. 
Statistic 
SE Sig. 
0.52 0.55 
6.60 0.63 
5.30 0.85 
1.13 0.08 
0.51 0.74 
3.81 0.03 
4.51 0.06 
0.00 0.01 
1.40 0.20 
0.82 0.01 
19.91 0.00 
0.22 
Appendix Table 8.4: Coefficients, standard errors and R2 from regression analysis 
of score for men on childcare-related activities scale for children under school age. 
Explanatory variable B 
Age -0.01 
Born in Australia? -0.28 
Education -0.99 
Age of youngest child 1.45 
Age at first birth -0.14 
Net income (Net2a)a 4.68E-05 
Investment 0.49 
Constant 5.81 
Model R2b 
Source: PS99 data. 
b 
Net2a is a measure of net income at NLC wave 1 
Model significant at the P<0.0001 level. 
Statistic 
SE Sig. 
0.07 0.86 
0.72 0.70 
0.54 0.07 
0.55 0.01 
0.08 0.08 
1.16E-05 0.00 
0.14 0.00 
2.20 0.01 
0.44 
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Appendix Table 8.5: Play and listening-who has responsibility for tasks for oldest 
child of school age (Per cent)? 
Share Partner 
Who does more of ... ? I do most equally does most Total 
Female 
Playing with the child 31.7 62.9 5.4 100.0 
Listening to problems 56.4 41.9 1.7 100.0 
Male 
Playing with the child 13.8 65.5 20.7 100.0 
Listening to problems 5.5 45.3 49.2 100.0 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: 
Significant difference between men and women in who has responsibility for all tasks at the P<0.0001 
level. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers of responses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
Not applicable have been excluded for chi-square analysis. 
N=311. 
Appendix Table 8.6: Transport-who has responsibility for tasks for oldest child 
(Per cent)? 
Share Partner Child a 
Who usually takes the child... ? I do most equally does most does this Total 
Female 
To school 50.3 15.3 8.5 26.0 100.0 
From school 53.1 11.4 4.6 30.9 100.0 
Taking child to sporting activities 53.7 39.6 6.7 0.0 100.0 
Taking child to appointments 84.9 11.7 3.4 0.0 100.0 
Male 
To school 14.2 11.0 53.5 21.3 100.0 
From school 5.6 15.1 54.8 24.6 100.0 
Taking child to sporting activities 17.8 43.2 39.0 0.0 100.0 
Taking child to appointments 8.5 23.3 68.2 0.0 100.0 
Source: PS99 data. 
Notes: 
Significant difference between men and women in who has responsibility for all tasks at the P<0.0001 
level. 
Child does this includes, child going alone or being accompanied by sibling, friend or relative. 
Child does this was an option for all questions. Small numbers of responses have been excluded for chi-
square analysis. 
Not applicable have been excluded for chi-square analysis. 
N=311. 
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Appendix Table 9.1: Intercorrelations between parenting style factors. 
Warmth and understanding 
Boundary setting 
Democratic participation 
Authoritarian discipline 
Source: PS99 data. 
Warmth 
1.0 
Parenting style scale 
BoundC!ry Democratic 
0.3 0.4 
1.0 0.2 
1.0 
Discipline 
-0.1 
-0.1 
-0.1 
1.0 
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